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It may seem incredible to you that respon-
sible leaders of a great power should have
come all the way to Paris merely for the
purpose of wrecking the conference, thereby
incurring worldwide condemnation of the
Soviet Union and enhancing the sense of
unity and purpose among not only the
Western Powers represented there but also
the North Atlantle Treaty Organization and
free nations everywhere.

I belleve the answer lies In a basic miscal-
culation in Mr. Ehrushchev's and the Sovi-
et’s thinking.

Mr. Ehrushchev undoubtedly hoped—and
this explains his early arrival in Paris—to
divide the allles and isolate the TUnited
States. He anticipated that the United
Btates would refuse the demanda he had set
forth and that the conference would then
collapse, with the United States bearing the
responsibility for the rupture hefore world
opinion.

His plans miscarried because our two allies
stood solidly and loyally with the United
States and refused to be parties to Mr. Ehru-
shchev's scheme. The result, as the whole
world knows, was that the position which
Mr, Ehrushchev brought to Paris resulted
in the complete isolation of the Soviet Union
rather than the United States and in placing
the responsibility for the disruption of the
conference squarely where it belongs—on his
own shoulders.

This estimate of the reasons for Mr, Khru-
shchev's behavior is strongly supported by
the attack which he made at his press con-
ference on General de Gaulle and Prime
Minister Macmillan for what he termed their
lack of objectivity, lack of will, and sub-
servience to the allied relationships—in other
words, in plain English, for their solidarity
with the United States, their loyalty to our
common purpose, and their refusal to play
the Soviet game.

IV. THE FUTURE

What conclusions should we draw for the
future?

I belleve the signs are that there has been
a8 yet no radical alteration in Soviet policy,
though we can expect the continuance of
a propaganda effort designed to split off the
United States from its allies. This conclu-
sion Is supported by Mr. Khrushcheyv's Paris

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

statements, including those at his press con-
ference. It is supported, somewhat more
specifically and definitely, by the statements
which he made in Berlin on his way home.

We must remember, however, that, given
the nature of the Soviet state, the men
who run it can meet in secret at any time
and change existing policy without public
debate or even foreshadowing any such
change. It is for this reason that any state-
ment about a phase of Boviet policy must
be regarded as qualified, with no certainty
that it will remain valid in the future.

Thus, though the world's hopes have been
keenly disappointed by the fact that the
summit conference was not held as planned,
the signs so far are that the basic realitles
of the world situation have not been greatly
changed. Whether this continues to be so
depends, as I have indicated, on actions of
the leading Communist countries.

Provisionally, however, I conclude that the
implication for U.S. policy is that the main
lines of our policy remain sound and should
be continued. The lesson of Paris is that
we should prosecute those lines with re-
newed effort. Proponents within the Com-
munist bloc of an aggressive course must
not be encouraged by signs of weakness on
our part. Proponents of a peaceful course
should be encouraged by our readiness to
get on with outstanding international busi-
ness in a sober and rational manner,

‘We must remain prepared to withstand ag-
gressive pressures, not only in Berlln but
also elsewhere. I trust that our evident
readiness will deter such pressures.

Among the lessons of Paris, the most im-
portant for the free world including our-
selves, 1t seems to me, is fresh realization of
the dangers we face and consequent need
for closing of ranks and moving ahead with
our own and our allies’ programs for strength-
ening the free world. We came back from
Paris with a keener sense of what it means
to have allies, and I am sure that our alli-
ances will take new life from this experience.

At the same time I would stress equally
the need to expand imaginatively and gener-
ously our collaboration with the newly devel-
oping countries.

On both accounts I hope the Congress will
give wholehearted support to our mutual se-
curity programs as authorized by this com-
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mittee, which are now more important than
ever.

We must continue, as the President has
said, to seek in a businesslike way to make
progress on outstanding problems with the
Soviet Union. We intend to go ahead with
existing negotiations, to stand by our com-
mitments, and to foster open communication
and peaceful exchanges. Above all, we shall
not cease from the most determined, pa-
tient, resourceful endeavor to find ways to
bring the arms race under control and thus
to meet the nuclear menace that hangs over
mankind.

I believe in this period it is Inecumbent
upon us, all of us, to keep a calm and steady
gaze on the world scene and to avold actions,
statements, and attitudes which might tend
unnecessarily to Increase international ten-
sion. If such an increase is to occur, it
should be clearly the fault of the Soviets
and we should not do them the favor of pro-
viding pretext for action by them which
would have this effect.

We should not define as hard or soft our
attitude or policy toward the SBoviet Union.
To do so 15 not only to deflect our gaze from
the grim reality that confronts us, but even
more to plunge us inevitably into fruitless
and damaging domestic recrimination. We
must now, as in the future, maintain a vigi-
lant, calm, and resolute posture and, in-
sofar as it lies In our power to do so, be ac-
curate in our estimates and effective in our
actions.

I would close In expressing the hope that
we will not become so fixed in precccupa-
tion with the Soviet challenge as to lose
sight of our own constructive purposes—
which are larger and more important than
merely resisting or reactlng to external
threats. We have our own vision of the
future toward which we want to see the
world evolve. We have our own programs
for helping to bring that future about—Ifor
holding high the light of freedom, for shar-
ing its message and rewards with emerging
nations, for trying to create an international
community in which the rule of law will re-
place the rule of force. It is to these pro-
grams that our talents and energles should
be rededicated in the uncertain times that
lie ahead.

SENATE
Tuespay, May 31, 1960

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
and was called to order by the Vice Presi-
dent.

Rev. Edward G. Latch, minister, Met-
ropolitan Memorial Methodist Church,
Washington, D.C., offered the following
prayer:

Eternal God, our Father, who art the
source of all our being and the com-
panion of our way, without whom no one
is noble in spirit or good at heart or
strong of purpose, lift us into Thy pres-
ence, where for this moment we may be
still and know that Thou art God.

In the quiet power of Thy spirit, help
us to carry the responsibilities laid upon
us this day and strengthen us, that we
may now and always be loyal to the royal
in ourselves and in all men. May we
put first that which is first, and may
we be channels through which truth, jus-
tice, and good will may flow into our Na-
tion and into our world.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO,

Spirit of God, descend upon our hearts;

Wean them from earth; through all their
pulses move;

Stoop to our weakness, mighty as Thou

art,
And make us love Thee as we ought to
love.

In the spirit of Jesus Christ we pray.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL
On request of Mr. MansFIELD, and
by unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Friday,
May 27, 1960, was dispensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting a
nomination was communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EN-
ROLLED BILLS SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its

reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the Vice President:

H.R.113. An act to prohibit the severance
of service connection which has been in
effect for 10 or more years, except under
certain limited conditions;

H.R. 276. An act to amend section 3011 of
title 38, United States Code, to establish
a new effective date for payment of addi-
tional compensation for dependents;

H.R. 641. An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to make uniform the marriage
date requirements for service-connected
death benefits;

H.R. 1402. An act for the relief of Leandro
FPastor, Jr., and Pedro Pastor;

H.R. 1463. An act for the rellef of Johan
Earel Christoph Schlichter;

H.R.1519. An act for the relief of the legal
guardian of Edward Peter Callas, a minor;

H.R.3107. An act for the relief of Richard
L. Nuth;

H.R.32563. An act for the rellef of Ida

H.R.3827. An act for the relief of Jan P.
Wilczynski;

H.R.4763. An act for the relief of Josette
A. M. Stanton; i

H.R.7036. An act for the rellef of Willlam
J. Barbiero;
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H.R.T7502. An act to revise the determina-
tion of basic pay of certain deceased veterans
in computing dependency and indemni
compensation payable by the Veterans' Ad-
ministration;

H.R. 8217. An act for the rellef of Orville
J. Henke;

H.R. 8238. An act to authorize the Surgeon
General of the Public Health Service to make
a study and report to Congress, from the
standpoint of the public health, of the dis-
charge of substances into the atmosphere
from the exhausts of motor vehicles;

H.R.8798. An act for the relief of Romeo
Gasparini;

HR.8808. An act for the relief of the
Philadelphia General Hospital;

H.R. 9470. An act for the relief of E. W.
Cornett, Sr., and E. W. Cornett, Jr.;

HR. 9752, An act for the relief of K. J.
McIver;

H.R.9785. An act to provide for equitable
adjustment of the insurance status of cer-
taln members of the Armed Forces;

HR.9788. An act to amend section 3104
of title 38, United States Code, to prohibit
the furnishing of benefits under laws admin-
istered by the Veterans' Administration to
any child on account of the death of more
than one parent in the same parental line;

HR.0083. An act to extend for 2 years
the perlod for which payments in lieu of
taxes may be made with respect to certain
real property transferred by the Reconstruc-
tion Finance Corp., and its subsidiaries to
other Government departments;

H.R. 10703. An act to grant a waiver of na-
tional service life insurance premiums to
certain veterans who became totally disabled
in line of duty between the date of appli-
cation and the effective date of their insur-
ance;

H.R.10808. An act to amend section 315
of title 38, United States Code, to provide
additional compensation for serlously dis-
abled veterans having four or more chil-
dren;

HR. 10047. An act for the relief of Aladar
Szoboszlay;

HR.11190. An act for the relief of Cora
V. March; and

HR. 11405. An act to provide for the treat-
ment of income from discharge of indebted-
ness of a rallroad corporation in a recelver-
ship proceeding or in a proceeding under sec-
tion 77 of the Bankruptcy Act commenced
before January 1, 1960, and for other pur-
poses.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr., President,
under the rule, there will be the usual
morning hour. I ask unanimous consent
that statements in connection therewith
be limited to 3 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. MansrFieLp, and by
unanimous consent, the Committee on
Foreign Relations was authorized to
ameet during the session of the Senate to-

ay.

On request of Mr. ManNsFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee
on Flood Control, R&vers, and Harbors,
of the Committee on Public Works, was
authorized to meet during the session
of the Senate today.
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EXECUTIVE SESSION

; Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move the Senate go into executive busi-
ness, to consider the nomination on the
Executive Calendar.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration
of executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before
the Senate a message from the President
of the United States submitting the
nomination of Maj. Gen. Lionel Charles
McGarr, U.S. Army, to be assigned to a
position of importance and responsibility
designated by the President, in the rank
of lieutenant general, which was referred
to the Committee on Armed Services.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be
no reports of committees, the nomination
on the Executive Calendar will be stated.

U.S. DISTRICT JUDGE

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Oren R. Lewis, of Virginia, to be U.S.
district judge for the eastern district of
Virginia.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the con-
firmation of this nomination,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the President will be notified
forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.
The motion was agreed to: and the
Senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Montana yield?

1\1&5 MANSFIELD. I am delighted to
yield.

Mr. EUCHEL. Can the acting major-
ity leader indicate what will be the busi-
ness of the Senate for today?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I shall say to the
acting minority leader that the unfin-
ished business is Calendar No. 1456,
House bill 10087, to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1954 to permit tax-
payers to elect an overall limitation on
foreign tax credit.

Thereafter, we shall take up Calen-
dar No, 1417, House bill 7681, to enact
provisions of Reorganization Plan No. 1
of 1959 with certain amendments; and
thereafter we shall take up other pro-
posed legislation which last week was
enumerated by the majority leader to
the Senate, and is set forth in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD,

I would say that it is not the inten-
tion to have any yea-and-nay votes to-
day. If there are to be any yea-and-nay
votes, they will be put off until tomor-
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row; and that will be done with the con-
currence of the majority leader.

Mr. KUCHEL. I thank the Senafor
from Montana.
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,

will the Senator from Montana yield to
me?

Mr, MANSFIELD. Iyield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Does the Sena-
tor from Montana contemplate the tak-
ing of any action today on the House-
passed Federal aid to education bill?

Mr. MANSFIELD. No. I under-
stand—from the newspapers only—
that there have been unofficial meetings.
But so far as I know, there have been no
official meetings; and no action on that
measure will be taken today in the
Senate.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I asked the ques-
tion for the reason that that measure
certainly will require a yea-and-nay
vote.

Mr. MANSFIELD. It will, indeed.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Furthermore, on
the other side of the aisle there are
Members who are very much interested
in that measure—for example, in the
proposal for Federal aid for the pay-
ment of the salaries of teachers. I think
it very proper that they be here when a
vote is taken; and I think one of them is
out of the city today—and perhaps both
of them are. In addition, Members on
our side of the aisle are interested in that
measure,

I wanted the assurance of the acting
majority leader on that subject, so we
would be able to go about our business,
and would not have to pledge ourselves
to the floor all day.

Mr., MANSFIELD. I am in full ac-
cord with the Senator’s views; and in-
sofar as it is possible to do so, proper and
full notice will be given before action is
taken respecting the measure to which
he has referred.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the
Senator from Montana.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

REPORT ON COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION
SALES POLICIES, ACTIVITIES, AND DISPOSITIONS
A letter from the Under Secretary of Agri-
culture, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port of the General Sales Manager, concern-
ing the policies, activities, and developments,
including all sales and disposals, with regard
to each commodity which the Commodity
Credit Corporation owns or which it is di-
rected to support, for the month of February
1960 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

REPORT ON PERSON.L AND REAL PROPERTY RE-
CEIVED BY STATE SURPLUS PROPERTY AGENCIES
FoR DISTRIBUTION To PUBLIC HEALTH AND
EpucaTIONAL INSTITUTIONS AND CiviL De-
FENSE ORGANIZATIONS

A letter from the Acting Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on per-
sonal property received by State surplus
property agencies for distribution to public
health and educational institutions and
civil defense organizations, and real property
disposed of to public health and educational
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institutions, for the period January 1
through March 31, 1960 (with an accompany-
ing report); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

REPORT ON ACTIVITIES AND TRANSACTIONS UN-
DER MERCHANT SHIP SALES AcCT OF 1946
A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,

transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of

the Maritime Administration on the activities
and transactions under the Merchant Ship

Bales Act of 1946, from January 1, 1960,

through March 31, 1960 (with an accompany-

ing report); to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

REPORT ON PROVISION OF AVIATION WAR-RISK
INSURANCE

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
the provision of aviation war-risk insurance,
as of March 31, 1960 (with an accompanying
report); to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce

DOCUMENTATION OF CERTAIN VESSELS SOLD OR
TRANSFERRED ABROAD

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the
Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to revise section 4166 of the Re-
vised Statutes (46 U.8.C. 35) to permit docu-
mentation of vessels sold or transferred
abroad (with accompanying papers); to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce,

REPORT OF AWARD OF YOUNG AMERICAN MEDAL
FOR BRAVERY

A letter from the Attorney General, re-
porting, pursuant to law, that two youths
were found qualified to receive the Young
American Medal for Bravery, for calendar
year 19568; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

Joun H. ESTERLINE AND CLAUDE L. WIMBERLY

A letter from the Acting Director, U.S. In~
formation Agency, Washington, D.C., trans-
mitting drafts of proposed legislation for the
relief of John H. Esterline and Claude L.
Wimberly (with accompanying papers); to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITION

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a petition signed by James
Fletcher, and sundry other members of
the Anti-Communist League of Central
New York, New Hartford, N.Y., praying
for the adoption of a resolution to con-
demn the persecution of teen-agers in
Hungary, which was referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr. MOSS, from the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs, with amendments:

H.R. 3375. An act to encourage and stimu-
late the production and conservation of coal
in the United States through research and
development by authorizing the Secretary of
the Interior to contract for coal research, and
for other purposes (Rept. No. 1494).

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. MANSFIELD (for Mr. CHAVEZ) :
5.3607. A bill to declare that the United
States holds in trust for the Pueblos of Santa
Ana, Zia, Jemez, San Felipe, Santo Domingo,
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Cochiti, Isleta, and San Ildefonso certain
public domain lands; to the Committee o&
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BEALL:

S.8608, A bill to establish the Inland
Navigation Commission; to authorize the pro-
vision and collection of fair and reasonable
charges for use of inland waterway naviga-
tional improvements constructed, main-
tained, or operated with Federal funds; and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

5.3609. A bill for the relief of Earl H.
Pendell; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LONG of Louisiana:

B5.3610. A bill to prescribe a national policy
with respect to the acquisition and disposi-
tion of proprietary rights in sclentific and
technical information obtained and inven-
tions made through the expenditure o: pub-
lic. funds, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. Lonc of Louisiana
when he introduced the above bill, which
appear under a separate heading.)

By Mr. MURRAY (by request):

8.3611. A bill to provide for the erectlon
of Freedom Monument symbolizing the
ideals of democracy, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interior and Insula
Affairs. *

By Mr. SMATHERS:

5.3612. A bill to provide for the impor-
tation of crude oil and propane gas in quan-
tities sufficlent to meet the requirements of
small business organizations, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Finance.

MINERAL RIGHTS IN CERTAIN
HOMESTEAD LANDS IN ALASKA—
AMENDMENT

JUSTICE FOR ALASKA HOMESTEADERS

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, I
submit, for appropriate reference, an
amendment, intended to be proposed by
me, to a bill I introduced during the last
session of Congress for the purpose of
providing an equitable solution to a
serious problem facing a group of ap-
proximately 468 homesteaders in Alaska.

The bill I introduced, S. 1670, is pro-
posed in order that the valiant home-
steaders of the Kenai Peninsula of Alas-
ka, who are making such a magnificent
contribution to my State, may not lose
their investments of money and labor in
the cultivation of their homesteads.

Mr. President, the rest of the world
can never comprehend the difficulties,
the dangers and the obstacles faced by
those who choose to homestead on public
land in Alaska. In addition to the mani-
fold handicaps of our native climate and
the rigid requirements of the law which
must be met in order to comply with the
homestead regulations, our Alaska
homesteaders have been confronted
with complexities of bureaucratic red-
tape of the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment which have magnified their diffi-
culties immeasurably.

The particular difficulty which 8.
1670 would remedy is one which the
homesteaders face as a result of a series
of developments over which they have
had no control at all. These people
went to Alaska for the purpose of cul-
tivating the land and making a living
as farmers. They have worked incred-
ibly hard to meet the legal requirements
for clearing and cultivating the land
and have, in most instances, met re-
quirements for length of residence
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necessary to receive final patents. The
only thing standing in their way is the
discovery of oil on the Kenai Peninsula,
which, while undoubtedly fortuitous for
Alaska, has proved to be an enormous
obstacle to homesteaders trying to ob-
tain final patents. The law requires
that, when patents are granted on home-
steads found to be valuable for min-
erals, they may only be issued with a
reservation to the Federal Government
of subsurface mineral rights. We do
not question the wisdom of this pro-
vision.

In the case of the Kenai homesteaders,
however, this requirement of the law
has resulted in an unforeseen hardship.
In Alaska, oil was discovered long after
the homesteaders whom S. 1670 would
benefit had made their investments of
money and capital and made consider-
able progress toward the achievement of
their final patents.

The fact that their land might be val-
uable for oil and gas was not known
at all by the homesteaders until the
time they applied for final patents. In
fact, the order of the Geological Sur-
vey which classified the entire Kenai
Peninsula, as well as all other sedi-
mentary lands in the United States as
potentially valuable for oil and gas was
never published, but rested unseen, al-
most unknown, and marked “not for
public inspection' in the files of the De-
partment of the Interior.

Now the requirement of the law that
these homesteaders relinquish mineral
rights means, in effect, that they are in
jeopardy of losing their entire invest-
ment in their homesteads as a result of
exploration and drilling activity of oil
and gas lessees which has been under-
taken and will surely increase. There
is extensive testimony of the disastrous
effects of this activity on Eenai home-
steads now in the record of hearings
which have been held on the bill in
Alaska.

Thus, I am hopeful the Senate will
soon have an opportunity to consider S.
1670 and that favorable action will be
taken on it.

The amendment I propose is one
which represents a refinement of the
measure as introduced and is based on
testimony at the hearings in Alaska to
which I referred above.

Mr. President, I ask that this amend-
ment be received, be appropriately re-
ferred, and be printed in the CoNGRES-
s1oNAL REcorp at this point in my re-
marks.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be received, printed, and ap-
propriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendment was referred to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, as follows:

1. On page 1, line 11, strike the period, in-
sert a comma in lieu thereof, and add the
fDllOW‘ing: “in all cases where—

“(1) an entryman has made an investment
of capital and labor exceeding $1,000 in value,
such investment having been made for the
purpose of compliance with the requirements
of the Alaska Homestead Law of May 14,
1898 (30 Stat. 409, as amended); and,
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“(2) the failure of such entryman to com-
plete all of the requirements for final patent
of the Alaska Homestead Law by July 28,
1957, was due to—

“(a) circumstances beyond the control of
such entryman; or,

“(b) reliance upon erroneous Information
supplied to such entryman or his representa-
tives by the Department of the Interior or by
officials or agencles of such Department; or,

“(¢) delay in submission of final proof
where all requirements other than length of
residence were met and the delay was occa-
sioned solely by intent to complete residence
requirements prior to submission; or,

“(d) the order of the Department of the
Interior of March 30, 1956, suspending the
disposition by lease or otherwise or the grant-
ing of any use of lands in fish and wildlife
refuges; or,

“(8) (a) no report had been obtained from
the Geological Survey prior to or at the time
homestead entry was allowed with respect to
whether the homestead entered might be
valuable for oll or gas, or was oll or gas in
character, or was prospectively valuable for
gas or oil; or,

“{b) where the Geological Survey report
obtained in connection with the entry on the
homestead was that the land was not pros-
pectively valuable for gas or oll.

“Sec. 2. In all cases requiring a determina-
tion as to whether homestead lands might
have been found to be valuable for oil or gas
or were oil and gas in character or were pros-
pectively valuable for gas or oll, such deter-
minations shall be established with respect to
the specific homestead in gquestion and the
burden of proof shall be upon the United
States, notwithstanding contrary provisions
of law or regulations of the Department of
the Interior.

“Sec. 3. The Secretary of the Interior shall
issue regulations and procedures for the ad-
judication of claims to mineral rights by
homestead entrymen pursuant to provisions
of this Act; Provided, That such regulations
and procedures shall require a hearing upon
the claims presented and such hearings shall
be conducted in accordance with provisions
of the Administrative Procedures Act (Act of
June 11, 1946, 60 Stat. 241).”

2. Renumber sectlon 2 on page 2 as sec-
tion 4.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATION BILL, 1961—AMEND-
MENTS

TO KEEP THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT FROM
COMPETING WITH PRIVATE ENTERFRISE
Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, I

submit, for appropriate reference, two

am ts which I intend to propose
to the Appropriation Act for the Depart-

ment of Defense for 1961.

The purpose of both of these amend-
ments is to protect the interests of the
Department of Defense, of the taxpay-
ers, and of those taxpayers, most particu-
larly the small businessmen, of the Na-
tion.

My first amendment, in which my col-
league, the senior Senator from Alaska,
Senator BarTLETT, and fhe senior Sena-
tor from Maryland, Senator BUTLER,
have joined me as cosponsors, is directed
toward the objective of terminating an
activity of the Air Force which results in
unjustified competition with commercial
producers of liquid oxygen. Some time
ago, my attention, and that of other
Members of the Senate, was called to a
proposal of the Air Force to construct
some T0 liquid oxygen production plants
at bases in 23 States of the Union where
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commercial supplies are available from
wrivate business enferprises. The cost
of the Air Force program has been esti-
mated to be about $8 million. The
effect on private suppliers of liquid oxy-
gen would be the deprivation of a mar-
ket for their product which, in many
cases, they have increased their produc-
tive capacity to supply at the urging of
the same Department of the Air Force
which now proposes to go into competi-
tion with them.

The Select Committee on Small Busi-
ness of the Senate has recently held
hearings on this matter under the able
chairmanship of the senior Senator from
Nevada, Senafor BiereE. As a result of
this investigation Senator BieLE has tes-
tified before the Senate Appropriations
Committee that the amendment I pro-
pose is desirable and that the need of the
Air Force for construction of the pro-
posed onbase liquid oxygen plants has
not been substantiated.

The amendment proposed by Senator
BarTLETT, Senator BuTLERr, and I would
prohibit the expenditure of funds avail-
able to the Department of Defense for
the operation, construction or acquisi-
tion of liguid oxygen production facili-
ties unless certification is made by the
Secretary of Defense that commercial
supplies are not available at a reason-
able price and in a reasonable quantity.

My second amendment to the defense
appropriation bill cosponsored by Sen-
ator BarTLETT is one which is designed
to clarify a provision included in the cur-
rent appropriation measure which pro-
hibits expenditure of defense funds for
the construction, replacement or reacti-
vation of bakeries, laundries, and dry-
cleaning facilities where such facilities
are available from commercial sources.
My amendment would add to this pro-
hibition a restriction against the opera-
tion of such establishments, as well as
against their construction, replacement,
or reactivation. I feel this is needed in
order to insure that money required for
defense is expended upon the defense of
the Nation and not upon the baking of
bread which, I regret to say, is now the
case in Alaska as well, I imagine, as some
other locations.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ments will be received, appropriately re-
ferred, and printed.

The amendments were referred to the
Committee on Appropriations.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES,
ETC,, PRINTED IN THE RECORD

On request, and by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete.,
were ordered to be printed in the RECoRD,
as follows:

By Mr. WILEY:

Excerpts of address delivered by him over
radio station WGN, Chicago, Ill.

Excerpts of address delivered by him over
1;;3;0 station WIND, Chicago, Ill., May 29,

Excerpts of address delivered by him over
Wisconsin radio stations on May 29, 1960.

By Mr. BRIDGES:

Editorial entitled “The Case Against Red
China,” published in the New York World-
Telegram of April 23, 1960, together with an
announcement dated April 21, 1960, of the
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appointment of Senator EKeaTing, of New
York, to the steering committee of the Com-
mittee of One Million,

THE NEW ERA OF SOVIET
CHALLENGE

Mr, KEATING. Mr. President, over
the past weekend Marshal Malinovsky
launched a Soviet rocket—a verbal
rocket of warning against the free world.
In essence, this was a more precise state-
ment of the earlier Khrushchev threat
that Russian rockets would smite the
bases from which any American flights
were launched over the Soviet Union.
Because of its military source, the som-
ber threat may be considered more
pointed and more ominous than the
emotionally charged warning of Khru-
shechev,

Without discounting completely the
awesome possibility that this rocket-
rattling might eventuate in rocket-
firing, it appears clear that the warning
is in keeping with the Soviet master
strategy of driving a divisive wedge be-
tween the United States and our allies.
The classic strategy of divide and con-
quer is as relevant today as it has been
throughout history. Only by cracking
the NATO shield, only by neutralizing
the power complex the free world has
erected in its self-defense, can the So-
viet Union aspire to the realization of
its avowed plan of world conquest.

In the face of these iron-hard reali-
ties, our mission and our responsibility
remain clear., We must commift our-
selves with renewed vigor to the strength-
ening of the shield of freedom. We must,
in particular, continue to buttress our
allies, both militarily and economically,
so that the free world will present a mas-
sive, united, and unassailable counter-
force against Communist aggressive
probings and designs.

For our own part, the momentous
events of the past few weeks may well
suggest a fresh and intensive study of
our total defense posture in terms of the
new faces of threat and danger that have
emerged on the world scene.

There is no question that a new ele-
ment has been brought into play by the
resurgence of Marshall Malinovsky as
a powerful figure—perhaps a decisive
figure—in the development and execu-
tion of Soviet policy. This resurgence
of a military leader invites a new area
of speculation. It suggests strongly the
possibility that the era personified by
Khrushchev is reaching an end, that the
relatively soft line is being replaced by
a hard line, that the smile is yielding to
the fist. Malinovsky is now a shadow
beside Khrushchev; but in the past we
have learned how often, and how
abruptly, a Soviet shadow becomes So-
viet substance.

If this reorientation of policy is real,
as it appears, we must have a con-
comitant reassessment of our own na-
tional policy vis-a-vis the actualities of
the Soviet line. For one fhing, there
must be a heightened awareness of the
fact that mutual security is not a char-
ity program, but is a survival program,
and that serious cuts would be blows to
free world survival. The widespread
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misconception over the nature and pur-
poses of the program must be dispelled.
Another vital and pressing need is to re-
examine the structure of our defense
capabilities, to make strength and vigi-
lance our dominant preoccupation. In
this regard, the entire question of the
nature and scope of intelligence gather-
ing activities should be reexamined in
the light of past history and present re-
quirements.

Above all, it appears to me that a sense
of the gravity of the times and of the
presence of the climate of danger must
inspire us, as a government and as a peo-
ple, to the fullest commitment of our
thinking and our energies to the cause
of our own defense and of that of the
free world.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
will the Senator from New York yield?

Mr. KEATING. I yield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am very much
interested in the Senator’s feeling that
Mr. Khrushchev may be on his way out—
inasmuch as many times since his out-
burst in Paris I have expressed the same
conclusion.

I think—and if the Senator from New
York does not agree, perhaps he will
correct me—that Mr. EKhrushchev, in
Paris, spoke as a very frightened man
and as a man who was fearful for his
own life and for his future, because from
the history of the Communist leadership
we know that a Communist leader makes
only one mistake. I believe his mistake
was in telling the Russian people that
the heartland of Russia could not be at-
tacked by enemy aireraft, whereas for
4 years he knew that a very harmless
craft was flying around at will over his
land.

When the Senator from New York
reached his conclusion, did he consider
that aspect of the matter?

Mr. KEATING. I did; and I agree
with the Senator from Arizona that
Khrushchev did speak as a frightened
man and as a harassed man. Anyone
. who witnessed his emotional outbursts
would be bound to come to that conclu-
sion, I believe.

I did not necessarily mean to indicate
that Khrushchev personally is on his way
out; but I think the era he has personi-
fled is on its way out, and perhaps the
tail will go with the dog.

But I think we must face the fact that
there is a likelihood of a very substan-
tial change in Soviet policy.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I wanted to com-
ment favorably on the Senator's remarks
because they are long overdue in this
body. There has been too much expres-
sion in the press, by some of our colum-
nists, for example, that the United States
should take a position of shame in this
whole incident. My own feeling is that
we have a great deal to be proud of.
Even though it makes possible a tougher
regime, as the Senator from New York
has suggested, with a toughening up of
ourselves, we may possibly get along
better with a tough regime in Russia
than by trying to get along with what
some seem to think was a soft regime in
Russia.

Mr. EEATING. I am convinced that
there will be—and that need has been
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emphasized rather than minimized in
the last few days—a continuation of a
policy of firmness and strength, even
firmer and stronger than there has been
in the past.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to
hear the Senator make that statement.

Mr. KEATING. I thank the distin-
guished Senator for his comments.

THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF OUR
AGRICULTURAL LEADERS TO AS-
SIST THE UNDERDEVELOPED NA-
TIONS OF THE WORLD

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, a
statement recently released by the agri-
culture committee of the National
Planning Association emphasizes the
need for our agricultural leaders to pre-
pare themselves to assist in the vital task
of aiding the emerging nations of the
world. In the great global struggle for
the allegiance and friendship of the so-
called underdeveloped countries, Ameri-
can technical assistance and friendly
offers of know-how are vital.

Because the daily effort to survive is
so important in these nations and be-
cause agriculture forms such an integral
part of their existence, it is particularly
incumbent upon our farm educators and
experts to be ready to lend a well-
informed hand. To do this job properly,
these leaders must have a proper
grounding in farming methods and
problems in these foreign lands.

It is my hope that this interesting and
stimulating report will encourage the
Department of Agriculture and our col-
leges to review their responsibilities in
this area. As the New York Times points
out in its editorial of May 30, the Na-
tional Planning Association statement
“deserves nationwide attention.” I ask
unanimous consent that this editorial be
printed at this point in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcOsrD,
as follows:

AGRICULTURAL FOREIGN AID

By all odds the most immediately impor-
tant area in which the least developed coun-
tries need outside help is agriculture. More
than half of the meager income of their
people is said to go for farm products—to
eat or wear—and an even greater proportion
of the unpaid work they do to maintain
their own subsistence. Primitive methods
of production seem especially firmly rooted
in farming and correspondingly hard to dis-
place. Yet the returns from modern
methods are both sensational and excep-
tionally visible.

All this lends special interest to the state-
ment of the agriculture committee of the
National Planning Association made public
today. The committee maintains that this
country hasn't mnearly enough experts on
forelgn agriculture and that American agri-
cultural colleges and the U.S. Department of
Agriculture have a special obligation to pro-
vide more.

The committee believes that all agricul-
tural college graduates should have at least
some understanding of farming in foreign
countries where methods, customs, and cul-
ture are far different from our own. More
than that, the committee urges that the
colleges and the Agriculture Department
should make every effort to create a far
larger reservoir than now exists of experts
able to formulate and carry out programs to
get acceptance of modern farm methods by
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people of underdeveloped lands. It is essen-
tial, too, the committee points out, that
the professional and economic status of agri-
cultural experts working in the foreign field
should be at least equal to that of those at
home.

The make-up of the committee lends
special weight to its appraisal of the situa-
tion and to the proposals it makes. Its 25
members include leading figures in the fleld
of agriculture—operational, academic and
journalistie. Their statement
nationwide attention.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that further pro-
ceedings under the order for the quorum
call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRD
of West Virginia in the chair). Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Is there further morning business? If
not, morning business is concluded.

deserves

OVERALL LIMITATION ON
FOREIGN TAX CREDIT

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the unfin-
ished business be laid before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Chair lays before the Sen-
ate the unfinished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 10087) to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to permit
taxpayers to elect an overall limitation
on the foreign tax credit, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Finance, with amendments, on page 2,
line 25, after the word “be”, to strike out
“revoked” and insert “revoked with the
consent of the Secretary or his delegate
with respect to any taxable year”; on
page 3, after line 2, to strike out:

(A) with the consent of the Becretary or
his delegate, with respect to any taxable year,
or

(B) without the consent of the Secretary
or his delegate, with respect to any taxable
year following the fifth taxable year (wheth-
er or not the taxpayer chooses to have the
benefits of this subpart with respect to each
such year) to which the election applied.

In line 14, after the word “make”, to
strike out “an’ and insert “a new’”; in
line 15, after the word “taxable”, to
strike out “year before its fifth taxable
year (whether or not the taxpayer
chooses to have the benefits of this sub-
part with respect to each such year)
which begins after the taxable year with
respect to which the revocation was
made, unless the Secretary or his dele-
gate consents to a new election for an
earlier taxable year” and insert ‘“year,
unless the Secretary or his delegate con-
sents to such new election”; on page 4,
line 21, after the word “new”, to strike
out “subsection” and insert ‘“subsec-
tions"; on page 5, in line 8, after the
word “from”, to insert “Per-Country
Year to Overall Year or From"; in line
9, after the word “Year”, to insert “No
amount paid or accrued for any taxable
year to which the limitation provided by
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subsection (a) (1) applies shall (except
for purposes of determining the number
of taxable years which have elapsed) be
deemed paid or accrued under subsection
(d) in any taxable year to which the
limitation provided by subsection (a) (2)
applies”; after line 22, to strike out:

(3) FOREIGN TAXES CARRIED FROM FPER-
COUNTRY YEAR THROUGH AN OVERALL YEAR TO
ANOTHER PER-COUNTRY YEAR, Any amount
paid or accrued to any foreign country or
possession of the United States for any tax-
able year to which the limitation provided by
subsection (&) (1) applies, which (by reason
of subsection (d)) may be carried (whether
as a carryback or as a carryover) through one
or more taxable years to which the limitation
provided by subsection (a)(2) applles to
another taxable year to which the limitation
provided by subsection (a) (1) applles, shall
(under regulations prescribed by the Secre-
tary or his delegate) be properly adjusted
for such intervening taxable year or years
on the basis of the ratio which—

(A) the excess pald or accrued to such for-
elgn country or possession for the taxable
year from which carried, bears to

(B) the aggregate of the excesses for all
forelgn countries and possessions of the
United States for the taxable year from
which carried.

On page 6, after line 18, to insert:

(f) CrOoSS REFERENCE.—

For special rule relating to the application
of the credit provided by sectlon 901 in the
case of afiliated groups which include West-
ern Hemisphere trade corporations for years
in which the limitation provided by subsec-
tion (a) (2) applies, see section 1503(d).

At the top of page 17, to insert a new
section, as follows:

Sec. 2. Sectlon 1503 of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 (relating to computation
and payment of tax In case of consolidated
returns) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:
RULE FOR APPLICATION OF

TIO0N APPLIES.—If the affillated group includes
one or more Western Hemisphere trade cor-
porations (as defined in section 921) for a
taxable year to which the limitation provided
by section 904(a)(2) (relating to overall
limitation on foreign tax credit) applies, the
amount of taxes pald or accrued to forelgn
countries and possessions of the United
States by the Western Hemisphere trade cor-
poration or corporations which is in excess
of the amount of the tax computed under
subsection (a) with respect to the consoli-
dated taxable income attributable to such
corporation or corporations (determined
without regard to the credit provided by sec-
tion 001) shall not be taken into account
for purposes of sectlon 001. The preceding
sentence shall not apply to the extent that
the amount of taxes pald or accrued to for-
eign countries and possessions of the United
Btates by such corporation or corporations
exceeds the amount of the tax which would
be computed under subsection (a) with
respect to the consolidated taxable income
attributable to such corporation or corpora-
tions (determined without regard to the
credit provided by section 901 and without
regard to the increase of 2 percent provided
in subsection (a)) if such corporation or cor-
porations were not Western Hemisphere trade
corporations.”

On page 8, at the beginning of line 7,
to change the section number from “2”
to “3”; on page 9, at the beginning of
line 6, to change the section number
from “3" to “4”, and in the same line,
after the word “first”, to strike out
“section” and insert “section, section
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2,”; in line 7, after the word “section”,
where it appears the third time, to strike
out “2” and insert “3"; in line 10, after
the word “section”, to strike out “2" and
jinsert ““3”; in line 13, after the word
“section”, to strike out “2” and insert
“3"; and, after line 14, to insert a new
section, as follows:

Sec. 5. Notwithstanding any other law or
rule of law, any amount received after De-
cember 31, 1949, and before the date of the
enactment of this Act from a corporation
which—

(1) was formed exclusively for the purpose
of, and was engaged exclusively in, operating
without profit a scientific laboratory for the
Atomic Energy Commission, and

(2) operated solely on funds appropriated
to the Atomic Energy Commission,
by an individual as reimbursement for mov-
ing himself and his immediate family, house-
hold goods, and personal effects to a new
place of residence in order to accept employ-
ment with such corporation shall, for Fed-
eral income tax purposes, be treated as an
amount which was not includible in the gross
income of the individual, to the extent that
such amount did not exceed the actual ex-
penses paid or incurred by the individual for
such purposes, unless the individual was
advised, at the time of his employment, by
an authorized officer, employee, or agent of
such corporation that the amount of such
reimbursement would be includible in gross
income.

HEALTH SECURITY: AMERICA’S
OBLIGATION TO ITS AGED

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, in 1935,
when President Roosevelt signed the first
social security bill, he said:

This law represents a cornerstone in a

structure which is being built, but is by no
means complete.

The senior citizens of this country will
attest wholeheartedly to those words ut-
tered 25 years ago. They will be backed
up by the facts, figures, and stories that
have been gathered together in a docu-
mented report by the Senate Subcom-
mittee on Problems of the Aged and
Aging. The disclosures brought out in
this report add up incontrovertibly to
the conclusion that our efforts to broad-
en the provisions of the social security
law have lagged far behind our exploding
economy and changing social conditions.
The findings of the committee emphasize
particularly that our greatest derelic-
tion has been in our failure to take care
of the medical needs of the Nation’s most
medically needy and least economically
secure citizens—the 16 million men and
women of 65 and over.

Originally the social security law was
aimed more at unemployment than at
helping the aged. When the law first
went into effect in 1935 we had millions
of jobless—and the law, with its limita-
tion on earnings by its beneficiaries,
was largely designed to drive older work-
ers out of the labor market. Today the
social security system has expanded to
the point that nearly everyone in this
country is directly or indirectly covered
under it. By now it is clear that the
American people must largely depend
upon social security to end needless pri-
vation.

While the social security law has
broadened its coverage considerably
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since 1935, the benefits under the law
have remained relatively static. In no
sense have they kept up with the eco-
nomie, technological, and social changes
that have taken place in our society.

For one thing, medical science has
made spectacular strides in checking
disease. From a life expectancy of 47
years at the turn of the century, our life
expectancy today has jumped to 70 years.
More of us are older today. In 1900,
3 million Americans were 65 or over. To-
day they number 16 million, and in 10
years that will swell to 20 million—7
million of whom will be 75 or over.
Since 1900 our total population has
doubled, but the number of men and
women over 65 has quadrupled.

At the same time equally spectacular
changes have taken place in the value
of our dollar. Since 1935 the cost-of-
living index as a whole has shot up 115
percent., Since 1949 food costs have risen
18 percent while medieal costs have in-
creased by 53 percent. In the last 10
years the cost of hospital care alone has
nearly doubled.

How have our 16 million over-65's
fared under these circumstances? The
figures speak for themselves.

Over 60 percent of all persons over 65
have an income of $1,000 or less a year.
The average income of single persons now
retiring is $82 a month. For couples now
retiring the average income is $123 a
month—or $1,475 a year. According to
testimony by Arthur S. Flemming, Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, an income of less than $2,560 for an
elderly couple, on the basis of a low-cost
food budget, is uncomfortably low.

Medical statistics show that aged per-
sons require two and a half times more
medical care than persons under 65.
They show that the cost of medical care
for the aged is approximately 80 percent
higher than it is for the rest of the popu-
lation. Many of our over-65’s, after
being covered by company hospitaliza-
tion plans during their working years,
discover that they are left naked of:
coverage when they retire. After retire-
ment oldsters applying for private in-
surance find they are caught in the trap
of having to pay sharply increased
premiums for sharply reduced benefits.
The ills of old age are a medical night-
mare with inflation eating away at
meager pensions. A single illness can
wipe out the savings of a lifetime and
leave a person dependent on the public
dole. These problems not only affect the
aged—they reach out and devastate the
economie life of their children or other
relatives who must assume the burden.

Dr. Russell Cecil, geriatrics authority
at Cornell University, has said: “By
checking infectious disease we have cre-
ated old age.” Today we stand at the
crossroads. Congress has it in ifs power
to choose the right road. If we accept
our moral and economic responsibility to
the aged, we can turn this medical ad-
vancement into a blessing. If we default
we will find that scientific progress has
created a veritable Frankenstein.

For a number of years Democrats have
pressed for an expansion of the social
security law to take care of the high
medical costs of our aged—an unbearable
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burden for so many Americans of over
65, and their families. In recent years
these efforts have been translated into a
sound and realistic plan by a man of
great heart and great vision, Congress-
man AmMeE Foranp. Congressman For-
anD’s plan involves no revolutionary
change in our fiscal structure. It ex-
tends a principle that has had 25 years
to prove its worth. It does not propose
a program of medical handouts. It sim-
ply enlarges on a principle already used
to provide retirement allowances so as to
also provide for urgently needed medieal
care.

The Eisenhower administration has
consistently resisted the efforts of the
Democrats. Using as their battle cry
“socialized medicine,” the administration
has been aided and abetted in its fight
by such self-interest groups as the Amer-
jcan Medical Association, the National
Association of Manufacturers, and the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce. Perhaps the
American Medical Association can ex-
plain why in every referendum taken
by the AMA under the auspices of various
State medical associations, the thou-
sands of physicians and surgeons partic-
ipating expressed overwhelmingly their
wish to be covered under social security.
Yet the AMA continues to raise its
righteous cry at all efforts to expand the
provisions of the social security law per-
mitting the aged to participate in a med-
ical care program.

The Senate Subcommittee on Prob-
lems of the Aged and Aging filed its
report in January. The report con-
tained findings and recommendations
based on hearings in seven major cities,
numerous personal visits to nursing
homes, hospitals, homes for the aged,
and on extensive staff studies. The
committee describes its project as “an
enlichtening experience and a sobering
and humbling one.” In a compelling
statement on the plight of our aged, the
report concludes that the “No. 1 problem
of America’s senior citizens is how to
meet the costs of health care at a time
when income is lowest and potential or
actual disability at its highest.”

On May 6 of this year Senator
McNamara introduced a bill to imple-
ment the recommendations of the com-
mittee for a balanced health plan that
emphasizes prevention and rehabilita-
tion,

The McNamara proposal is a broad-
ened version of the Forand plan, both in
terms of medical services and in terms
of those covered under it. It provides
for the automatic coverage of persons
receiving social security benefits or old-
age assistance payments. It also pro-
vides for the coverage of other retirees
who meet certain income limitations.
In short, the plan covers under a system
of prepaid health insurance all retired
aged—men over 65 and women over 62.
Its broad range of medical services:

Emphasizes the importance of preven-
tive medicine by providing for outpa-
tient diagnostic services, including X-ray
and laboratory tests to detect illness
in its incipient stages.

Provides for 90 days of hospital care
8 year; or 180 days care in a skilled
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nursing home; or 240 days of care at
home in a supervised home health pro-
gram.

Provides for payment of a portion of
the cost of very expensive drugs—a most
important assist for the aged whose ill-
nesses require extraordinary drugs.

Provides, furthermore, for research
and demonstration programs to improve
quality and efficiency of health care.

A study of the proposal reveals that
it has not overlooked the need for safe-
guards aimed at preventing excessive
use of hospitals and at encouraging less
costly but effective treatment in nursing
homes or patients’ own homes.

Here is the long overdue answer to the
health dilemma of our aging and aged.
The proposal has breadth and vision.
Yet it is fiscally sound, realistic, and
workable, Like the Forand plan, it
would operate through our system of
social security. Health coverage for
those eligible for OASI benefits would be
financed by simply increasing present
payments by employers and employees
by an additional one-fourth of 1 per-
cent. Cost of covering the other retirees
would be an estimated $370 million an-
nually contributed from the Federal gen-
eral revenue fund. However, since the
Federal Government is now spending
$238 million on a modified welfare medi-
cal program, only $132 million a year in
new Federal funds from general revenue
would be needed.

I believe that we have in the Mec-
Namara proposal a masterly translation
of the thinking and efforts of Democrats
over a period of years.

And now, where do the Republicans
stand on the medical needs of our aged?

As recently as April of this year Presi+
dent Eisenhower said that compulsory
health insurance along the lines of the
Forand bill was “a very definite step in
socialized medicine,” and “I do not want
any of it.” But thanks to the exigencies
of an election year the President and his
administration have suddenly begun to
beat their breasts in behalf of our Na-
tion’s oldsters. Whatever the motiva-
tions of these Johnny-come-lately over-
tures, if it helps to get a medical-care
program on the road for our senior citi-
zens so much to the good. Despite the
obvious flaws in the administration plan
announced on May 4, we Democrats wel-
come this first Republican recognition
that our growing numbers of aged peo-
ple are caught in a medical-care predica-
ment. Nevertheless, we cannot repress
the question—"“Where will the Republi-
cans stand on health aid for the aging
when the election-year jitters are over?”

In its plan the administration rejects
the sound prineiple of small premium
payments during work life leading to a
paid-up medical policy on retirement.
It persists in labeling this prineciple
“socialistic.” Yet its own proposal is far
more susceptible to this charge. The
Forand-McNamara proposals call for an
expansion of the well-established and
proven social security system to provide
for the payment of medical bills. The
administration’s proposal, on the other
hand, would put State governments in
the business of selling insurance to the
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public at large. It would in effect be
subsidizing private insurance carriers to
permit them to provide health insurance
benefits to aged persons at less than true
cost. Moreover, the State governments
would have control over such aspects of
the practice of medicine as the fixing of
doctor’s fees. If the administration is
correct in opposing medical aid through
the social security approach, then our
entire social security system is evil. Sig-
nificantly, the arguments used today
against prepaid health benefits for our
aged citizens are no different than those
used against social security retirement
benefits 25 years ago.

I earnestly hope that the American
public will not be taken in by the ex-
travagant promises that have suddenly
come out of the administration wood-
work. A number of responsible organ-
izations and eminent editors around the
country have, I am glad to see, lost no
time in exposing the plan. All of them
agree that the proposal is fallacious in
many respects.

It is, first of all, fiscally unsound and
administratively cumbersome. It is a
clumsy, hybrid arrangement, involving
overwhelming administrative difficulties
and excessive cosits. Before anyone
would receive health benefits under the
proposal, the State legislature must pass
the necessary authorizing laws and ap-
propriate the necessary funds. Many
States are financially impoverished and
it will be necessary fo finance the plan
through an increase in taxes. Just
imagine the fiscal and legal roadblocks
that will have to be hurdled before all
50 States take the required actions.
And we must not underestimate the
power of self-interest groups in their
attempts to keep the State legislatures
from implementing the plan. I am sure
I do not have to point out that many,
many months will be lost in the process
of getting all this legislation off the
ground. After that there will still be
the matter of setting up the complicated
administrative machinery to check the
incomes of millions of beneficiaries, ini-
tially and as incomes change, to deter-
mine eligibility.

Compare this fantastic waste of time,
money, and effort with the relative sim-
plicity and ease with which the social
security system can absorb the health
program under the McNamara proposal.

The administration plan would not,
in fact, give the low-income aged the real
help they need. Four-fifths of the over-
65’s have incomes of less than $2,000 a
yvear. The plan provides that out of this
they must pay $24 a year in premiums
plus $250 out-of-pocket medical expenses
before they can receive any benefits at
all. In addition, they must pay $20 out
of each $100 of medical expense above
the $250. The financial barrier to seek-
ing early preventive care would still re-
main. The plan, in effect, would be used
most by those who need it least.

The proposal would open the door to
the use of commercial insurance car-
riers. Certainly this, combined with the
Federal-State administrative complex-
ities, is bound to cut deeply into the
medical dollar returned to individuals in
the form of medical services.
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Above all, the proposal does not make
health benefits available to our oldsters
as a matter of right. While it does not
require a “means test” in the technical
sense, it would require a yearly income
test. Only those with incomes of less
than $2,500—%$3,800 for a couple—would
qualify. Each elderly person would have
to prove each year that his income was
low enough to aualify him. This would
result in mass injustices, aside from the
indignities that would be imposed on our
millions of senior citizens.

It is beyond my comprehension how
anyone can honestly choose such a plan
in preference to the Federal health in-
surance proposal that enables men and
women to provide for their health needs
in old age through prepayments during
their working years. Under such a plan
our oldsters will not have to suffer the
affront of proving their poverty. In-
stead, they will in retirement be able to
claim medical care as a matter of earned
right.

There is only one sensible answer to
the problem. It lies in the provision of
health coverage through our system of
social security. It lies, in short, in the
McNamara proposal. Here is a plan
that faces the realities and offers real
help to the aged without depriving them
of their dignity and self-respect.

For most of our oldsters the golden
years are a mockery. For most of them
it is a time of great harassment, a time
of struggling to make monthly benefit
checks keep up with the vicious infla-
tionary spiral. It is a time of constant
fear of being hit by illnesses they cannot
afford to have. It would be morally and
economically irresponsible on our part
to delay any longer. We have the power
to bring peace and contentment to our
aged. I urge the Members of the 86th
Congress to use it.

I observe that the Washington Post
this morning publishes a very excellent
editorial on the proposed McNamara
bill, to which I have addressed myself.
In part, the editorial says:

In short, this bill addresses itself realisti-
cally to a real and inescapable problem. It
is certainly not a perfect bill. It deserves
criticism in terms of its coverage and its
financing. That criticism will be useful, we
think, exactly in proportion to its avoidance
of doctrinaire references to socialism and
socialized medicine. Medical ald to the
elderly is no more soclalistic than any other
social welfare measure; and it is no more
socialistic—and no less voluntary—to finance
such a measure by a social securlty tax than
by an income tax, a sales tax, or an excise
tax. Moreover, it is no more likely to soclalize
the medical profession than Federal provision
of polio vaccine for children,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial may be printed in
the REcorp at this point, as & part of my
remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
|From the Washington Post, May 31, 1960]

A HAND FOR AESCULAPIUS

Senator Par McNaMara and 19 cosponsors
have introduced the latest in a series of bills
for medical ald to the elderly which testify
to the tremendous current political vitality
of this subject. Basically llke the Forand
bill in that it would be an appendage to the
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Soclal Securlty Act, it meets much of the
criticism leveled at that measure by expand-
ing its coverage and its benefits. The bill
reflects the careful hearings conducted by
Senator McNamara's Subcommittee on Prob-
lems of the Aged and Aging and comes closer,
we think, than anything yet proposed to pro-
viding effective protection against the cata-
strophic and terminal illnesses of old age.

The McNamara bill would furnish insur-
ance protection through social security taxa-
tion for all those eligible for social security
benefits; but in addition it would provide,
through an annual Federal contribution, for
coverage of 1.7 million old-age assistance
recipients and 1.8 million other retired per-
sons. Altogether, therefore, its benefits
would extend to nearly 156 milllon of the
16 milllon Americans 66 years of age and over.
The total estimated annual cost would be $1.5
billion dollars to be financed for the most
part by increasing the social security tax one-
fourth of 1 percent for employers and em-
ployees; an additional $130 million a year
out of Federal general revenue funds would
probably suffice to take care of the rest of
the coverage. This contrasts, incidentally,
with an annual appropriation (and charge
against the budget) of #1.2 billion required
by the administration bill.

Senator McNaMara'sS proposal places great
stress on the provision of diagnostic and
preventive medical services for elderly per-
sons, sensibly seeking by this means to avert
needless illness. Omne of the very grave de-
fects of the administration plan for health
care of the aged in our judgment is its insist-
ence that beneficiaries bear the first 8250 of
medical costs themselves. This might well
keep retired persons from obtaining diag-
nostic and preventive services when they
could be most effective in averting more seri-
ous sickness. The McNamara approach seems
more sensible as well as more humane.

One important shortcoming of the Mec-
Namara bill is its failure to provide surgical
benefits or coverage for physician visits in
the home. But perhaps this is offset in con-
siderable degree by its provision of nursing
pome care, home health services, and partial
payment of the cost of expensive drugs.
These would help to minimize excessive use
of scarce hospital facilities and they un-
doubtedly account for a very large part of the
costs of medical care in old age.

In short, this bill addresses itself realisti-
cally to a real and inescapable problem, It
is certainly not a perfect bill. It deserves
criticism in terms of its coverage and its
financing. That criticism will be useful, we
think, exactly in proportion to its avoidance
of doctrinaire references to soclalism and
socialized medicine. Medical ald to the
elderly is no more soclalistic than any other
soclal welfare measure; and it is no more
socialistic—and no less voluntary—to finance
such a measure by a social security tax than
by an income tax, a sales tax, or an exclse
tax. Moreover, it is no more likely to soclal-
ize the medical profession than Federal
provision of polio vaccine for children.

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

LOWER RETIREMENT AGE FOR
SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFICIARIES

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, one of my first acts when I
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came to Congress was to introduce a bill
which would lower the retirement age
for all social security beneficiaries from
65 to 60, and provide them with full ben-
efits at that age. In remarks inserted in
the ConcressiONAL RECORD on July 21,
1953, I urged that this proposal should be
incorporated into any plans for changes
in social security at that time for five
reasons: First, because the inequities im-
posed by an arbitrary retirement age
would be lessened; second, because in-
dustrialization has restricted the job op-
portunities for the older worker; third,
because unemployment is a greater
threat to older workers; fourth, because
urban-industrialism has shortened the
worklife of most Americans, making age
60 a more realistic retirement age than
65; and fifth, because average income be-
gins to decline in the 55-through-64 age
group. I concluded my amplification of
these points with the statement:

Mr. Speaker, the foregoing reasons are
ample, in my opinion, to provide the incen-
tive for forthright action by the Members of
this House in bringing to fruition legislation
which will not only be beneficial to the old-
er members of our soclety, but which will

also be a step forward on the path of hu-
manitarian progress.

Mr. President, I am more than ever
convinced that these reasons are valid.
I believe, moreover, that automation
makes such a change even more urgent
today. However, there is formidable op-
position to the lowering of the age re-
quirement to 60, but I do believe that the
lowering of the age to 62 for men, as is
the case with women, should be more ac-
ceptable to the opposition.

Fortunately, we do not share the phi-
losophy of the Vikings, whose elderly
persons were destined to end their lives
when their years of so-called usefulness
were over, but I fear that there is still a
solecism in our attitude toward older
persons. We must come to grips with
this problem. There are thousands of
men and women in this country who
have reached the age of 60 who must
wait several years before qualifying for
social security benefits even though they
are out of work. The women are given
the option of accepting actuarially re-
duced benefits at age 62 or waiting for
full benefits at age 65, but the men must
wait until they reach 65. Five years, or
3 years, is a long time when your job
is gone.

A great many people are being forced
out of the labor market because of the
progressive and inevitable development
in our economy—automation. Often the
older person is displaced from his job
when it is too late for him to develop a
new skill. Older workers find it difficult
to adjust to a new type of work.

Ideally, we could improve employment
possibilities so that the displaced worker
could find other employment. This,
however, holds little meaning for the
worker who has reached the age of 62,
because of job diserimination. Although
this is denied, there is discrimination
against the hiring of older workers, par-
ticularly those past the age of 50. Here
is room for legitimate complaint. On the
one hand, the older worker is told that
he must wait until he is 65 before he can
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receive social security benefits; yet, on
the other hand, he is told that he is too
old to be hired.

One logical answer to this perplexing
situation is the lowering of the volun-
tary retirement age to 62.

Our social security system has grown.
In 1950, and again in 1956, Congress rec-
ognized the need to improve the program.
I believe we must continue to make those
improvements which adjust to new and
changing conditions.

Mr. President, we must recognize the
results that automation will bring.
Workers who have spent years developing
& skill may see that skill become obsolete
overnight. A machine—one machine—
might put an entire production line of
workers out of employment.

Professionals who have studied the
problem have said over and over again
that we must prepare for automation.
Among their suggestions are a shorter
work week, & raising of the age at which
people enter the labor force, and a lower
retirement age.

‘We hear often, from some of those who
oppose any reduction in the retirement
age, “it would cost too much.” To coun-
ter their statement, the question may be
asked: What does it cost to care for those
who are unemployed throughout the
country? Would not the reduced tax
cost of welfare and unemployment com-
pensation programs almost equalize the
increased cost of lowering the age for
retirement?

If the retirement age were reduced to
62 for both men and women, with both
receiving full benefits at that age, the
total increase would be approximately
$215 billion. There would be about 2
million persons eligible to retire if the
age limit were reduced.

The cost to the employee, were he to be
assessed the entire inereased cost, would
be four-fifths of 1 percent of the payroll.
This is in addition to the 3 percent of
payroll now paid by both the employee
and employer. The self-employed work-
er would pay an additional three-fifths of
1 percent of the payroll. This, in addi-
tion to the 41%2 percent of payroll he is
now assessed. These figures are based
on the level premium cost.

Mr. President, by lowering the eligi-
bility age we will be acting in the spirit
which has, in the past, demonstrated
that ours is a dynamic social security
plan which adapts itself to changing con-
ditions. And we will also be demon-
strating, once again, that a resourceful
people, with faith in the future, can act
humanely to overcome the problems
which confront older citizens as a result
of automation and technological prog-
ress.

I look to my State of West Virginia.
Ten years ago 117,000 men earned their
living in the mines. Today, 40,000 men
in West Virginia can produce more coal.
Automation is largely responsible, and it
is here to stay.

The work force of America totals 70.7
million. Omnly 15.1 million workers are
not included in the social security pro-
gram. As progress whittles away at the
work force—as machines take over the
jobs of men—the problem of unemploy-
ment will grow.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

I am reiterating the words of the pro-
fessionals when I say the reduction of
the retirement age is one way to alleviate
a portion of the problem of automation.

We must attain a balance between job
seekers and jobs available.

‘We must care for the older worker who
will be “let out” as more machines are in-
stalled to do the jobs of men and women.
We must provide for the unemployed
older worker as the younger worker
moves into the labor force.

We must recognize the contributions
and sacrifices the older workers have
made. Equally important, we must as-
sure them that their later years will be
ones of justly earned security.

SENATOR JOHNSON OF TEXAS
VISITS WILMINGTON, DEL.

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, last
Thursday the distinguished majority
leader of the Senate [Mr. JoHNSON of
Texas] addressed a gathering of almost
1,600 Delaware citizens attending our
annual Jefferson-Jackson Day banquet
in Wilmington.

The message delivered by the majority
leader was both a challenging and stimu-
lating statement which provoked wide-
spread interest and faverable comment.

Among the printed reactions to the
Senator’s appearance was an editorial
published in the Journal-Every Evening
on Friday, May 27, 1960. It is entitled
“Senator JoHNSON's Measure.” I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed at
this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Journal-Every Evening,
May 27, 1960]
SENATOR JOHNSON’S MEASURE

Senator Lynpow B. JoENsoN came to town
yesterday, calm, cool, and collected as Gary
Cooper looking down a gun barrel.

“This is one of those times that require
the best that’s In us,” he told a press confer-
ence at the Hotel Du Pont. He urged Amer-
icans—Democrats and Republicans alike—to
look forward, not backward, fron¥ the sum-
mit.

He saw a need for trying to find what
caused the conference’s failure. But he sald
the situation should be reviewed calmly and
objectively. And he ruled out the kind of
inquiry that searches for scapegoats in an
atmosphere of political recrimination.

“There have been a great many negative
reactions during the past few days,” the Sen-
ate majority leader said. *“It is time for a
positive approach to our problems.” And
with that he outlined a program to pool
world resources, through the United Na-
tions, against such problems as hunger,
drought, and disease.

At the same time, he ruled out appease-
ment or political surrender in future dealings
with the Soviet Union and endorsed the
President’s open skies proposal wholeheart-
edly. All told, it was a statesmanlike per-
formance.

How should Americans measure the leader-
ship ability of the various candidates? Sen-
ator Jorwnson set these benchmarks—calm-
ness, wisdony, and experience. And while he
declined to make a formal announcement of
his own candidacy, the Senate majority lead-

11449

er certainly made every effort to meet these
standards. We’'d say his success was impres-
sive.

TWO TEMPLES

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, the teacher makes the school.
Forty years ago, a professor at Johns
Hopkins University told his class of grad-
uate students to go to the worst slums
in Baltimore and pick out 200 boys be-
tween the ages of 12 and 16. The as-
signment was to look into the living
conditions and attitudes of these young-
sters and then to make a prediction about
their future.

The students investigated as thorough-
ly as they could and consulted statistics.
They came to the conclusion that most
of the boys would be failures in life.

Twenty-five years later, the professor
had retired and had been replaced by
a younger man. In going through the
files, the new professor came across the
records of the survey, and he decided to
carry it to a conclusion and find out how
correct the study had been. So he put
his students on the job.

After extensive searching, they found
180 of the original 200 boys. Only four
had gone to the penitentiary.

‘Why was it that this group, which had
been raised in the slums with everything
against them, was able to achieve a rec-
ord so much better than the average?
The students continued asking questions
and found that they kept getting the
same answer: “Well, there was a
teacher—.” Further investigation re-
vealed that in 75 percent of the cases
it was the same teacher. They then went
to the school board to learn that the
teacher had retired and was living near-
by. They plied her with questions about
why she had such a strong influence on
the boys, what she had taught them, and
why they remembered her.

The teacher seemed puzzled and could
not give any reasons for the splendid
record these men had made as citizens.
Finally, as the past flashed through her
mind, she spoke as if thinking out loud:
“Iloved those boys.”

Those few words answered all the
questions. This story is a forceful re-
minder of the great influence for good
which one teacher can exert.

A builder builded a temple,
He wrought it with grace and skill;
Pillars and groins and arches
All fashioned to work his will.
Men said, as they saw its beauty,
“It shall never know decay;
Great is thy skill, O builder.
Thy fame shall endure for aye.”

A teacher builded a temple,
‘With loving and infinite care,
Planning each arch with patience,
Laying each stone with prayer.
None praised her unceasing efforts
None knew of her wondrous plan,
For the temple that she builded
‘Was unseen by the eyes of man.

Gone is the builder’s temple,
Crumpled into the dust;

Low lies each stately pillar,
Food for consuming rust.

But the temple the teacher builded
Will last while the ages roll,

For that beautiful unseen temple
Is a child’s immortal soul.
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OVERALL LIMITATION ON FOREIGN
TAX CREDIT

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 10087) to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 fo
permit taxpayers to elect an overall lim-
itation on the foreign tax credit.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
first committee amendment will be
stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2,
line 25, after the word “be”, it is pro-
posed to strike out “revoked” and insert
in lieu thereof “revoked with the con-
sent of the Secretary or his delegate with
respect to any taxable year.”

Mir. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

FEDERAL PATENT POLICIES

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, on May 3 I delivered the first of
two speeches on the patent policies of
the departments and agencies of the
Federal Government and the effect of
these policies on our scientific achieve-
ment, on the rate of growth of our econ-
omy, and on the competitive, free enter-
prise system.

Two important points should be kept
in mind at all times; and they are:

First, that during 1959 about $8 bil-
lion was spent by the Federal Govern-
ment on research and development, with
larger sums to be spent in the following
years. In other words, 60 percent of all
research and development performed by
American industry in 1959 was paid for
by the Federal Government. The per-
centage, of course, varied from industry
to industry, ranging from 85 percent in
the aireraft industry to only 4 percent
indpetrolemn refining and extraction;
an

Second, that defense research has re-
sulted in the creation of new products
and the accumulation of technology with
highly profitable commercial applica-
tions.

I. EXTENT OF SMALL BUSINESS PARTICIPATION
IN GOVERNMENT FINANCING OF RESEARCH
AND DEVELOPMENT
In the fiscal year 1959, small business

received only 3.5 percent of Defense De-
partment contracts for research and de-
velopment. This small share declined
further in the first 5 months of the fis-
cal year 1960, to 2.3 percent.

In the fiscal year 1958, small business
received 3.7 percent; in 1957, 4.3 per-
cent., In 1956, small business received
5.9 percent of Defense Department re-
search and development contracts, and
less than 2 percent from the Atomic En-
ergy Commission. These two agencies
together accounted for 98 percent of the
Federal research and development con-
tracts awarded to private industry.

What we find, then, is a continuing de-
cline from an already insignificant per-
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centage, which many observers feel does
not reflect the research and development
capabilities of thousands of small-sized
and medium-sized research companies.

This disproportionate share of total
industrial research and development in
the largest firms will almost inevitably
result in the creation of monopolies or
near monopolies in some industries, and
a greater concentration of market pow-
er. The benefits derived from Govern-
ment-financed research, in addition to
the fee paid for doing the work, are ex-
ceedingly great, thus giving the contrac-
tor very important competitive advan-
tages. Scientific capital in the form of
technical know-how and byproducts of
specific research projects are acquired
wholly or in part at Government ex-
pense.

II. VALUE OF GOVERNMENT R. & D. TO
INDUSTRY

A few statements by businessmen
themselves reveal the value of Govern-
ment research and development con-
tracts in their commercial work:

First. Mr. A. E. Raymond, senior vice
president of the Douglas Aircraft Co,,
Inc., says:

Military experience in operation and design
is very useful commercially because the mil-
itary is pushing for performance primarily
rather than safety. They try out new de-
velopments first, eo commercial planes al-

ways derive some benefit from military de-
signs,

Mr. Raymond was unable to estimate
the amount his company saved through
military-sponsored research in develop-
ing the DC-8, but stated that:

If we hadn't had the military experience,
we couldn’t have built it at all.?

Second. A Raytheon manufacturing
official stated:

We always benefit from military R. & D.
inasmuch as it permits us to maintain a
large well-rounded scientific and engineer-
ing staff. From their research efforts, we
derive a breadth and depth of technical
knowledge that we would not be able to
achieve solely from commercial R. & D.?

Raytheon’s development of radar for
the Navy during World War II, with the
resulting growth of a staff skilled in ra-
dar principles, is probably a classic ex-
ample of Government-sponsored re-
search and development enhancing a
company’s profit capabilities. *“Today,
we are a leading producer of commercial
ship radar, the basic know-how for which
we gained from the Navy work,” a Ray-
theon official says. The commerecial work
is in addition to the radar Raytheon
turns out for the military, he added.?

Third. Companies also say that doing
military-sponsored research often gets
an earlier evaluation of how its work is
going than it would if the research was
aimed only for commercial markets.

When competing in the commercial mar-
ket, you often spend several years in the
laboratory conceiving and developing a prod-
uct, and then you take time to develop a
market program and to test it, before you

1Wall Street Journal, June 10, 1958, and
reprinted in CoNeressioNaL REecomp, June 19,
1959.

2 Ibid.

3 Ibid.
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finally get around to putting the decision of
your success up to the public. But when
you're selling to the military, they’re inter-
ested in technological improvements just
over the horizon—the best brainwork to this
point. The Government is able to provide
an early evaluation of your R. & D. effort.

So says the executive vice president
of Litton Industries, Inc., an electronics
concern.*

The small companies are frequently
the loudest in their praise of Govern-
ment research and development. They
say, according to the Wall Street Jour-
nal,” that with the aid of Government re-
search money, they are able to investi-
gate fields that would be too expensive
for them to look into with just their own
resources.

Fourth. “A company our size couldn’t
afford to be in this basic research if it
weren’t for Government contracts” ac-
cording to Ralph F. Redemske, vice presi-
dent of Servomechanisms, Inc.

Fifth. Another major advantage from
Government research and development
contracts is that the research contractor,
more often than not, turns out to be the
production contractor. Any business, big
or small, learns how to make something
new, advancing the state of the art,
which very often leads to commercial or
Government production contracts.

Working for the Government can be
so profitable that the Aerojet-General
Corp., solely on Government contracts,
and within a period of 17 years, in-
creased 40,000 times, from an initial in-
vestment of $7,500 to a present market
value of $300 million® with only modest
additions of outside capital.

III. GOVERNMENT PATENT POLICIES

Perhaps the one most significant in-
dustrial advantage to be obtained from
participation in Government-financed
research and development lies in the
acquisition of title to patent rights. The
current policy of the Department of De-
fense, the largest spending agency of the
Federal Government, is to require for it-
self only a nonexclusive, worldwide,
irrevocable, royalty-free license under
patented inventions developed through
Government-financed research, leaving
all commercial rights—that is, monopoly
control—in the hands of the contractors
themselves.

IV. EFFECTS OF RESEARCH

Research and development have be-
come factors of great importance in our
industrial production. No other kind of
business activity has grown so rapidly as
research and development in the last few
years. A great many of the products
and materials on the market today were
unknown 10 or 15 years ago. An indus-
trial firm, whether engaged in fabrica-
tion or in the supply of materials, must
keep ahead of its competitors in terms
of new or improved products or new
processes if it is to survive. In many

4 Ibid.

& Ibid.

¢ Hearings on patent policies of depart-
ments and agencles of the Federal Govern-
ment, before the Monopoly Subcommittee of
the Select Committee on Small Business, Dec.
8, 9, and 10, 1959, testimony of Emerson S.
Reichard, Jr., director of contracts, Aerojet-
General Corp., pp. 141-156.
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industries the problem is not whether fo
engage in research and development,
but, rather, how large should the effort
be, for commercial research and develop-
ment have become a prerequisite of busi-
ness expansion. Research leads to new
concepts, new products, new processes,
new jobs, and even new industries.

Because of the very nature of research
and development, however, results do
not show up overnight. Some estimate
that the average time lag from the start
of research to a new product is 4 to 6
years. It is probably another 2 years
before commercial production is feasible.
This adds up to an overall period of,
roughly, 7 years from the start of serious
research until new developments make
themselves felt in a company’'s output
and revenues.

Research is still a new activity to many
companies. On its present scale, re-
search is new to almost everyone. Be-
fore 1950, very little—relative to present
expenditures—was spent on industrial
research., Then the outbreak of the
Korean war brought substantial Govern-
ment contracts for research in aviation,
electronics, and related fields. The up-
surge of research programs for civilian
products, however, is of even more recent
vintage, 1954 and later. In 1954 the
Federal tax law was changed to allow
business to deduct research outlays as a
current business expense; hence the U.S.
Government is in effect footing about
half the bill in the case of medium-size
or large companies, quite apart from
Government funds involved.

The surge in research and develop-
ment during the past 3 or 4 years will
begin to pay off in significant sales of
new products and outlays on new facili-
ties sometime in the 1960°s, and the con-
tinued rise in research and development
now projected through the next 3 years
points to an increasing impact on new
product sales and plant expenditures on
into the late 1960’s.

In addition, an inereasing number of
larger companies are setting aside
moderate amounts of their research
budgets to conduct basic research, for
they are finding that to keep ahead of
their competitors, they must not only
carry on a vigorous program of applied
research and development, but must also
support this program with basie research
in relevant fields. Companies are also
finding that in order to attract compe-
tent scientists it is necessary not only to
meet going salary rates, but to allow the
scientist to devote a portion of his time
to undirected basic research.

The processes of research and develop-
ment constitute the lifeblood of individ-
ual enterprises within an industry. The
amount of industry research expendi-
tures also determines to a large extent
which industries will grow, and this de-
pends upon the vigor and vision with
which new frontiers of application and
development are pushed outward. If an
industry or firm is inclined to neglect the
search for new materials and products
and the applications thereof, it will very
likely awaken to the imminent displace-
ment of its stock in trade by some new
and revolutionary development. A good
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example of this is the contrasting actions
and experiences of the petroleum indus-
try, on the one hand, and the coal in-
dustry, on the other. The former has
pursued a vigorous research program;
the latter has not.

This helps explain the efforts in recent
vears of representatives from coal-pro-
ducing States to establish a national coal
research institute, in the hope that this
trend can be reversed.

V. STANDARDS OF JUDGMENT

In my previous speech, I suggested four
criteria which should help us determine
whether a particular patent policy can be
judged to be desirable or undesirable.

(a) First, does the policy tend to ac-
celerate the rate of scientific progress?

(b) Second, does the policy encourage
economic growth?

Because our national survival depends
on the rates of our scientific and eco-
nomic progress, I have already examined
patent policies in the light of the first
two criteria.

My conclusions, Senators will recall,
are these:

The present policies of the Department
of Defense, the largest spending agency
in the Government, result in a waste of
scarce economic resources and tend to
erect walls between scientists, preventing
a free interchange of information. Given
its present patent policies, the Defense
Department’s $6 billion of research and
development contracts are actually in-
centives to industry to withhold scien-
tific and technical knowledge. This re-
tards both our scientific achievement
and economic growth.

Today I would like to analyze these
policies with Senators in the light of the
following two criteria.

(e) Third, does the policy tend to pro-
mote and maintain a competitive society,
or does it tend to promote monopoly,
setting up a system of private control?

(d) Fourth, does the policy promote
social and economic justice?

VI. PATENT POLICY AND A FREE ECONOMY

In order to test the various patent
policies by our third standard, we must
ask such questions as: Does it eliminate
or lessen competition? Does it protect
or discourage monopolistic influences?
In other words, is it compatible with
measures for the encouraging and safe-
guarding of our free economy?

Since 1890 this Nation has recognized
the desirability of competition and has
regarded it as an indispensable in-
gredient of a successful capitalistic sys-
tem., Competition brings about lower
prices and provides the greatest oppor-
tunities for those who have the most to
offer. Monopoly, on the other hand, im-
plies special privilege to limit production
and to restrict entry into industries or
occupations. It enables the possessor of
this power to levy tribute upon the whole
community.

To outlaw competition in order to force
our consumers to pay more for their pur-
chases, and to deny some of our citizens
the opportunity of making their fullest
contribution to the well-being of our so-
ciety, is an evil.

Our main concern of legislation should
be that of facilitating new enterprise and
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the multiplication of small and moderate
sized firms.

Instead, what do we do?

In the words of one of our witnesses:

Whatever their merits, it is undeniable that
patent rights confer monopoly powers on the
patentee. Patents enable their owners to
restrict the use of inventions, thereby re-
stricting the contributions to the national
product that the patented inventions could
make, in the hope that the resulting higher
market price will make possible (monopoly)
profits in excess of what could be earned
under competitive conditions. To deny this
feature of the patent system would be tanta~
mount to denial of any usefulness of the
patent system.”

It is indisputable that the policies of
the Department of Defense, the National
Science Foundation, and the Post Office
Department, in giving away to private
companies patent rights to inventions
developed at Government expense, cou-
pled with the fact that 95 percent of
Government research and development
funds go to the largest companies, tends
to promote monopoly. This was the con-
clusion of the Attorney General of the
United States in his report of November
8, 1956.

Given the present distribution of re-
search facilities in industry, the granting
of exclusive commercial rights to private
firms doing Government-financed re-
search is giving a major advantage to
the larger firms. This further acceler-
ates the pace of economic concentration.

On the other hand, the policies of the
Atomic Energy Commission, the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
and the Department of Agriculture, of
taking title to inventions produced with
public funds or dedicating them to the
public, have just the opposite effect, for
the following reasons:

First. They help remove at least one of
the factors which make for economic
concentration, namely, the accumulation
of a large number of patents by a small
group of industrial giants. Any deter-
rent to economic concentration or any
step in the direction of the competitive
ideals of our society tends to create the
type of environment which is a necessary
condition for the prosperity of small
business.

Second. Small business does not have
the research capabilities of the large
corporations, which have facilities too
expensive for the small company or the
individual. The large company can ex-
plore certain technical frontiers not open
to the small one, and frequently does so
at Government expense. These benefits
can be passed on to small business if the
Government takes title to the patent.
Provisions can also be made to allow
small business to derive some bhenefits,
even if a large company should get a
license. Since the U.S. Government
would take title to patents developed at
Government expense, it could attach any
qualifications to their use.

Third. More industrial fields will be
open into which small business could
enter. Extensive patent control by a
large company can be used to shut small
business out of attractive lines of busi-
ness or to impose upon them a close con-
trol of their marketing activities. Patent

7 Ibid., pp. 17-21.
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licensing by large companies is often
used to reduce small companies to en-
during positions of technological and
commercial subservience.” On the other
hand, when a large company that owns
patents, licenses another large one, it
tends to take the form of a comprehen-
sive exchange of patent rights and tech-
nieal information through which both
companies are strengthened. The pres-
ent policy of the Defense Department of
giving any title to large companies per-
petuates this situation.

Fourth. One barrier to the entry of
new—and particularly small—firms into
an industry is found in the absolute cost
advantages of established firms over en-
trant firms. An established firm may use
the patent to keep out new firms alto-
gether by denying the use of patents or
can impose royalty charges for their use
which raises the entrant’s cost. This
cannot happen if the Government owns
the patent, and there is no reason to al-
low it to happen if the research on which
the patent is based is paid for by the
taxpayers.

Fifth. When large, established firms
control various production techniques
through patents, they are enabled to ex-
clude the entrant from access to such
techniques, or to assess a royalty for use
that may be a disadvantage to the en-
trant. This deterrent to entry is more
applicable to small than to large busi-
ness because the latter generally can
develop its own techniques through the
use of its own generally large research
facilities or can secure special patent
privileges because it can offer some in
return. Present patent policies accen-
tuates this disadvantage to small
business.

The effects of Department of Defense
policies were clearly revealed by the
testimony of two small business wit-
nesses. The Hycon Manufacturing Co.
developed a camera for the U.S. Govern-
ment with public funds. A small dy-
namic company, through competitive
bidding, won the right to produce a
quantity of these cameras for the Gov-
ernment. Because the Hycon Co. had
title to the camera and its parts, the
small company had extreme difficulty in
getting the necessary information to
build it, even though the Government
had paid the development costs. But
this is not all. The Hycon Co. wanted a
TV-percent royalty from the small com-
pany on each camera made by it. The
result was that the small company would
have had to start off at a T'2-percent
cost disadvantage from the very begin-
ning. The small company refused to pay
the royalty, but proceeded to manufac-
ture the camera anyway, maintaining
that since the public had paid to have
the camera developed, the data was pub-
lic property. So far, the small company
has not been sued by Hycon.

The other case was that of the small
businessman whose company overhauls
and repairs instruments in aireraft. By
giving the equipment manufacturers ex-
clusive rights to Government-sponsored
developments, the Government has un-

& “Barriers to New Competition,” Joe 8.
Bain, pp. 144, 1881,
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dermined the ability of any other com-
pany to compete for the overhaul of
aircraft instruments. For, by forcing
the Government to disqualify all bid-
ders other than the original manufac-
turer, owing to the inability of the other
companies to obtain the necessary repair
parts, components, or test egquipment
from the sole source of supply, the orig-
inal company can name its own price
and conditions. To be more specific, the
witness stated that the General Electric
Co. refused to sell replacement parts to
his small Philadelphia company, thus
putting the small firm at a great com-
petitive disadvantage, even though the
small firm was willing and able to do the
work at a fraction of the price which
General Electric was charging the Gov-
ernment.

Big firms have many tremendous ad-
vantages over small firms. They have
the power that goes hand in hand with
size. They have the manufacturing
know-how. Isit fitting for the U.S. Gov-
ernment to add to the already great
power of the huge giants to the detri-
ment of their smaller competitors?

Let me take a specific example of a
major defense contractor recently ex-
%mil.'led by the General Accounting Of-

ce.

The contractor’s employees, as a con-
dition of employment, were required to
assign to the contractor any inventions,
developments, and discoveries made or
conceived during the period of their em-
ployment.

In accordance with the armed services
procurement regulations the contractor
obtained the patent rights, with the
Government receiving a nonexclusive,
royalty-free license.

As of June 30, 1959, this contractor
had filed applications for 95 patents.
Out of this number, 11 applications were
for inventions which the contractor him-
self characterized as primary inventions,
that is, “developments believed to be suf-
ficiently basic and important to provide
a basis for a new industry or an entirely
new product line; or one which may have
a major effect on the expansion or con-
version of an existing industry or prod-
uct line.”

Now, what does all this mean?

It means that the U.S. Government
has spent public funds to give one private
company the power to control whole in-
dustries—to exclude anyone it wants to;
to charge any price it wants to.

This is not an isolated case.

The next step, to be consistent, is to
repeal the antitrust laws.

For the U.S. Government to keep these
laws on the books while giving away such
monopolistic powers to private firms is
sheer hypocrisy.

The Government is speaking ouf of
both sides of its mouth. On the one
hand it is favoring small business
through the congressional small business
committees, the Small Business Admin-
istration, set-aside programs, and other

* Statement of Robert F. Keller, General
Counsel, U.S. General Accounting Office, be-
fore the Subcommittee on Patents, Trade-
marks, and Copyrights of the Committee on
the Judiciary, U.8. Senate.
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measures. On the other hand, the Gov-
ernment is doing its best through its
patent policies to make the large firms
larger and to force the smaller firms
into a position of economic servitude.
Tax concessions, set-asides, small busi-
ness investment programs, although
helpful to small business, do not meet
the basic issue—that of bringing about a
competitive environment in which the
smaller firms are not unnecessarily
penalized.

Incredible as it sounds, several agen-
cies have provisions in their research and
development contracts which can pre-
vent the Government from using the
very inventions which it pays to develop.
The National Science Foundation and
the Post Office Department, after giving
away title to Government-sponsored in-
ventions, merely take a “nonexclusive,
nontransferable, and royalty-free license
to practice by or for the U.S. Govern-
ment throughout the world, each subject
invention in the manufacture, use, and
disposition according to law of any arti-
cle or material, and in the use of any
method.” And now listen to what fol-
lows—this is a direct quote from a Post
Office Department R. & D. contract—but,
“no license granted herein shall convey
any right to the Government to manu-
facture, have manufactured, or use any
subject invention for the purpose of pro-
viding services or supplies to the gen-
eral public in competition with the eon-
tractor or the contractor's commercial
licensees in the licensed fields.”

Now, Mr. President, what does this
mean? The Railway Express Agency
claims that it competes with the parcel
post service of the Post Office Depart-
ment, and has so testified before the
Senate Post Office and Civil Service
Committee. Under the provision, it can
probably take the Post Office Depart-
ment to court and block the Govern-
ment from using those very machines
for the benefit of taxpayers which the
taxpayers paid to have developed. What
is the function of the Post Office Depart-
ment if not to provide services to the
general public? How could it in good
conscience have included such a con-
dition in its contracts?

The case of the National Science
Foundation is even worse from the point
of view of the public interest because
the Foundation deals with more basic in-
ventions. The National Science Founda-
tion signed a contract with a rather large
company to do research in the problem
of weather modification. This problem
is of tremendous importance to many
areas throughout the country—in fact,
throughout the world. But what do we
find in the contract? The same kind of
a provision that the Government could
not provide services to the general public
in competition with the contractor or
the contractor’s commercial licensees.
Now, to whom would the Government
provide services if not to the public?
A private firm in possession of exclusive
commercial rights in this field could
charge the public all the traffic will bear,
even though the public paid the develop-
ment costs. And the Government would
be powerless to use the discoveries it
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sponsored and paid for. Why? Because
the rights were given away from the
very beginning.

Frequently we hear that big businesses
do not need patents; that they can use
other means to prosper and grow; that
it is the small firms that need them.

An indication that big firms do not fall
for their own propaganda is that they
fight so violently to secure patent rights
even when the Government pays for re-
search. They have fought against Gov-
ernment antitrust suits with all their
resources to prevent the opening up of
their huge patent portfolios, as in the
RCA, AT. & T., IBM, and other cases.

But how about small businesses? Is
it true that small business depends more
on patents for protection than big busi-
ness? Two of our small business wit-
nesses testified to the contrary. A rela-
tively small number of small businesses
have prospered because of the special
patent privileges granted by the Govern-
ment and would possibly be injured by
their removal. This is not a necessary
result. Such possible losses, however,
are not of major significance when com-
pared to the great gains which would
accrue to the small business community,
to the economy as a whole, and, conse-
quently, to the ultimate consumer if the
Government adopted the policy of dedi-
cating to the publie what the public pays
for. The small businessman, no longer
dependent on patent protection, would
have to go out and compete. There is
no reason to believe that the small busi-
nessman would come out on the short
end if he were not unnecessarily handi-
capped at the start.

For every small business inconven-
ienced by the necessity to compete more
vigorously, as a result of a policy of dedi-
cating to the public patents paid for by
the public, scores of small businesses
would benefit by the ability to enter new
fields from which they had hitherto been
excluded. As a result of the Eastman
Kodak judgment, opening up the tech-
nology of color-film processing, for ex-
ample, many new firms have come into
existence. Where only one firm proc-
essed color film previously, there are now
about 8 concerns processing Koda-
chrome and over 200 processing Koda-
color,” mostly small businesses, and offer-
ing strong competition to Eastman in
many parts of the country. Similar ex-
amples can be found in many industries.
The facts controvert any general state-
ment that small business would suffer
more than big business in a policy dedi-
cating patent rights to the public. On
the contrary, they have much more to
gain.

We should remember that there is an
important difference between protecting
small business and protecting particu-
lar small business concerns that happen
to have favored positions. Small busi-
ness can survive only if we try to in-
vigorate competition. If we allow the
present Defense policy to continue, we
are not really aiding small business-
men, we are merely helping individual

" Secured in telephone conversation with
Mr. Kilgore. Mr. Bicks in a speech stated
56 companies altogether.
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groups of small businessmen, and we
are actually killing the opportunity of
our younger people to enter small busi-
ness.

Keeping entry into industries wide
open is the way to protect and nurture
small business. The effect of the De-
partment of Defense policy is to impede
entry, thus forecing the rising genera-
tion to look for jobs in big business, in-
stead of allowing them to take chances
as the small businessmen of the future.

VI. PATENT POLICY, MORALITY, AND ETHICS

To judge Government patent policies
by our fourth standard, we have to ask
the following questions:

Is there any ethical and moral justifi-
cation for the Government to give away
the resource of scientific knowledge as
well as property rights to it? Does the
piolicy promote social and economic jus-
tice?

In my judgment, the answer is an em-
phatie “No.”

First of all, the granting of patent
privileges is justified only insofar as it
serves as an incentive to take risks. The
hope of securing monopoly profits is sup-
posed to be the inducement for inven-
tors to exert their inventive efforts or
for corporations to risk their money on
uncertainties connected wih expensive
development and the building up of
markets.

But where are the risks in Govern-
ment-financed research and develop-
ment contracts? There realy are none.
Practically all R. & D. contracts let by
Federal departments and agencies are
on a cost-plus basis. No matter how
expensive a project turns out to be the
costs are covered by the Government,
Not one cent comes from the pockets
of the contractor. Moreover, there is
no risk in finding a market for the new
product. The market is there, waiting
eagerly, in the form of the Federal de-
partment or agency for whom the re-
search and development has been per-
formed. The whole thing is virtually
a riskless venture for the contractor.
Even the possibility of contract cancella-
tion cannot be considered a risk, for the
firms have invested none of their own
funds and are generally granted, in ad-
dition, a return well in excess of costs.

The whole incentive argument col-
lapses completely. If there are no risks,
there is no justification for a monopoly
profit resulting from a patent.

To quote one of our witnesses:

But since the patent rights are clearly not
needed to serve as an inducement to invent
and innovate, while they simultaneously im-
pede the diffusion of technological knowledge
uncovered at public expense, the granting
of patent privileges to the contracting firms
clearly gives soclety none of the alleged ad-
vantages of the patent system while foisting
upon us one of its decisive disadvantages.

In short, we are faced with the uncon-
sclonable situation in which the Federal Gov-
ernment taxes the citizens of this country
to secure funds for scientific research, on the
grounds that such research promotes the
general welfare, and then turns the results
of such research over to some private cor-
poration on an exclusive, monopoly basis.
This amounts to public taxation for private
privilege, a policy that is clearly in violation
of the basic tenets of any democracy. Such
a violation might possibly be justified on the
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grounds that it leads to greater enhancement
of the general welfare than adherence to a
basic principle would; but in the present
cases, no offsetting gains are in the offing.
Under the circumstances, it seems palpably
evident that new discoveries derived from re-
search supported by public funds belong to
the people and constitute a part of the public
domain to which all ecitizens should have
access on terms of equality.®

Let us examine these policies from an-
other point of view, and we can see how
really silly they are.

Our people, through their Government,
support 60 percent of all industrial re-
search. And then what do they do?
They give away, again through their
Government, the fruits of the research,
for which they paid, to private firms,
who, in turn, will make the public pay
again. How? Through monopoly prof-
its. Private firms are therefore put into
a position where they can capture,
through the market, a large part of the
increased value of output resulting from
the scientific research that the public has
purchased.

Furthermore, Mr. President, the pres-
ent patent policies of the Defense De-
partment impose a double standard upon
our national lifee. When one private
firm pays another firm to develop some-
thing for it, the first firm expects and
gets the rights for which it is paying.

This position is summarized by the
Martin Co., an important contractor of
the Defense Department, which stated
that when Government funds are in-
volved, its subcontractors are allowed to
retain title to inventions, improvements,
and discoveries.

On the other hand—

And I am now quoting—
when the Martin Co.s own funds are in-
volved, title to inventions concelved or re-
duced to practice by subcontractors vests in
the company.:?

If this type of policy is good enough
for these corporations, then why should
it not be good enough for the U.S. Gov-
ernment? The management and board
of directors of the Martin Co. or any
other corporation represent the interests
of and are responsible to the stockhold-
ers. Similarly, the U.S. Government
represents—or at least should repre-
sent—the interests of the people of the
United States, its stockholders, and is
responsible to them,

When corporations that seek contracts
to do research for the Government em-
ploy their own scientific and technical
staffs, they require an ironclad contract
to assure them that all patent rights will
belong to the employers. In other words,
when the scientist takes a job with a con-
tractor, he agrees to turn over all pro-
prietary rights resulting from his work
to his employer.

Similarly, the Government would be
neglectful of the national interest if it
did not secure for all the people the valu-
able rights for which it pays.

it Hamberg, op. cit.

12 Hearings on patent policies of depart-
ments and agencies of the Federal Govern-
ment, before the Monopoly Subcommittee of
the Select Committee on Small Business, Dec.
8, 9, and 10, 1959, p. 448.
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We must remember that many of the
basic goals of our country—maximum
output, the highest rate of economic and
scientific progress—are also among the
most important goals of the Soviet
Union.

It is true that in our country the out-
put to be maximized is chosen chiefly by
individual consumers. In the Soviet
Union, on the other hand, the output to
be maximized is chosen primarily by a
central, dictatorial body. There is, thus,
a difference in content. The goal is the
same.

Where, when, do we differ from the
Soviets? What makes our system dif-
ferent from theirs?

Our supreme goal is—or should be—
the development of the individual, the
creation for the individual of a maximum
area of personal freedom and personal
responsibility. Our concept of the hu-
mane, liberal society is one in which
every individual should be encouraged
and given every opportunity to make the
most of himself. The self-reliant, re-
sponsible, creative citizen is the very
foundation of democracy and of every
institution that recognizes the dignity of
man. This goal is our ultimate ethical
value and this is the crucial difference
between the Soviet system and ours,

Our problem, therefore, is that of con-
tinually trying to enlarge the individ-
ual’s share in conducting his own life,
and in this the policy of competition has
played an important role. Competition
tends to reduce limitations to individual
freedom, challenges individual capabili-
ties, and better proportions rewards to
efforts.

Political liberty can survive only
within an effectively competitive eco-
nomic system. Yet our own Govern-
ment has been undermining the vitality
of competition through policies which
serve to decrease the freedom and re-
sponsibility of individuals in many in-
dustries or those who wish to enter
them.

The present patent policies of the De-
partment of Defense, by giving away
patent monopolies, aids in restricting
the range of productive activities open
to the individual and reduces the scope
for individual freedom within an area.

If we do not revive our faith in the
goal of individual freedom and responsi-
bility; if we allow our competitive so-
ciety to disintegrate; if we permit our
economic life to be controlled by a rela-
tively small number of giant corpora-
tions, then the Communist theory of his-
tory, that it is inevitable that commu-
nism will displace capitalism, may well
become a reality.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Mr. President, the patent policies of
the Defense Department, the National
Science Foundation, and the Post Office
Department are contrary to the public
terest. They retard our scientific and
economic progress. They bring about
the monopolization of many important
industries to the detriment of American
consumers as well as many businessmen,
For it is only in a genuine competitive
environment that small business can
flourish.
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What is especially disturbing is the
spirit behind these policies. Those very
businessmen who demand Government
handouts in the form of exclusive rights
on inventions and discoveries paid out
of public funds are generally those very
people who object at the top of their
voices when the Government wants to
aid sectors of our society other than
their own.

Those policies reflect also the callous
disregard of the public interest by many
contracting officials who are obviously
feathering their nests.

It has been said that our country’s
influence is on the decline, because some-
where along the line we have become fat,
smug, and spiritually anemic. Many
businessmen do not want to undergo the
rigors of competition. They demand that
we give them patent monopolies and in-
sulate them comfortably from competi-
tion.

This spiritual flabbiness could be as
dangerous to the country's survival as
our lag behind the Soviets. Other na-
tions in the past have been wrecked by
softness, self-seeking, and a decay of
national ideals. We badly need people
who are willing to work hard for some-
thing more than money, and whose ideals
are neither those of the cynical individ-
ual nor those of the market place.

The problem of who gets the benefits
of research and development paid for by
the public is not a new problem. Power-
ful forces were arrayed against us when
we were considering the disposition of
rights in the Atomic Energy Act and in
the National Aeronautics and Space Act.

Inventions resulting from Govern-
ment contracts are the produects of ex-
penditures of public funds for the per-
formance of a governmental function;
the public has, through its representa-
tives, ordered and paid for the invention.
Why, then, should the public be taxed for
its use, or be permitted to use it upon
restrictive conditions advantageous to
no one but the patent owner? There is
no obligation on the part of the contrac-
tor to exploit the patent or to make the
invention available for use by others: he
may even suppress the invention, if that
would best serve his economic interests,
with the result that technological im-
provements financed with public funds
would be denied to the public, to serve a
private interest.

Scientific and technological research
conducted or financed by the U.S. Gov-
ernment represents a vast national re-
source, rivaling in actual and potential
value the public domain opened to set-
tlement in the last century. Because the
control of patent rights in inventions re-
sulting from such activities means the
control of the fruits of this resource, it is
important to determine upon a national
policy which will embrace the following
objectives:

First. The policy should serve the pub-
lic welfare, which would involve the most
widespread use of the invention in the
interests of the health, safety, and pros-
perity of the Nation.

Second. The policy should not discour-
age the making of new inventions, but on
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the contrary, should stimulate the prog-
ress of science and the useful arts.

Third. Such a policy should be consist-
ent with our American system of free
competitive enterprise.

At the request of President Franklin
Delano Roosevelt in 1943, the Depart-
ment of Justice undertook an investiga-
tion into the patent policies and practices
of the several departments and agencies
of the Government concerning inven-
tions made by their employees and con-
tractors.

This report, one of the most compre-
hensive ever made by the Government,
was submitted in 1947 by Attorney Gen-
eral Tom Clark, with the following
recommendations:

Where patentable inventions are made in
the course of performing a Government-
financed contract for research and develop-
ment, the public interest requires that all
rights to such Inventions be assigned to the
Government and not left to the private own-
ership of the contractor. Public control will
assure free and equal availability of the in-
ventions to American industry and sclence;
will eliminate any competitive advantage to
the contractor chosen to perform the re-
search work; will avold undue concentration
of economic power in the hands of a few
large corporations; will tend to increase and
diversify available research facilities within
the United States to the advantage of the
Government and of the national economy;
and will thus strengthen our American sys-
tem of free, competitive enterprise 2

In 1956, the then Attorney General,
Herbert Brownell, warned that “present
patent policy may well be one of the
major factors tending to concentrate
economic power.” *

Mr. President, for many years I have
felt that the problem of concentration in
industry, and the price-raising power
associated with it, is one of the most
serious problems facing the American
economy. Yet the Government itself,
through policies like those of the Depart-
ment of Defense, is accelerating this un-
desirable trend. If particular industries
are able to achieve monopolistic prices
for their products, the prices of many
consumer goods will naturally be higher.
A larger amount of purchasing power is
thus extracted from consumers. Since
consumers get less for more money, they
are getting less goods in exchange for
their own labor. In other words, these
policies are helping to bring about lower
real wages and salaries.

In my previous speech, I pointed out
how $6 billion were being spent in ways
which retard our national economic and
scientific progress. I believe I have
proved that these $6 billion are also an
investment in creating monopolies rather
than in breaking them.

Furthermore, this type of policy is an

impediment to social and economic
justice, :

1 U.S. Department of Justice, “Investiga-
tion of Government Patent Practices and
Policies,” report and recommendations of
the Attorney General to the President, vol.
1, p. 4.

4 Report of the Attorney General on re-
search and development, pursuant to sec.
T708(e) of the Defense Production Act of 1950,
as amended, Nov. 9, 1956, p. 42.
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I feel that a sensible policy for the
results of Government-financed re-
search should have as its aims:

First. The maintenance and strength-
ening of our free, competitive enterprise
system by making the results of Gov-
ernment research open to all our citizens
instead of just a favored few;

Second. The acceleration of our rate
of economic and scientific growth by in-
suring the most rapid dissemination of
new scientific and technical knowledge
secured with Government funds;

Third. And the elimination of immeoral
and undemocratic practices, such as pub-
lic taxation for private privilege.

Mr. President, to that end I am intro-
ducing a bill, which I now send to the
desk for appropriate reference; and I
request that the text thereof be published
in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will be printed in the Recorb.

The bill (S. 3610) to prescribe a na-
tional policy with respect to the acquisi-
tion and disposition of proprietary rights
in scientific and technical information
obtained and inventions made through
the expenditure of public funds, and for
other purposes, introduced by Mr. LoNg
of Louisiana, was received, read twice by
its title, referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary, and ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Federal Inventions
Act.”

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 2. As used in this Act—

(a) The term “executive agency” includes
any executive or military department of the
United States, any independent establish-
ment in the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment, the Government Printing Office,
the Library of Congress, and any wholly
owned Government corporation.

(b) The term “agency head'" means the
head of any executive agency, except that
(1) the Secretary of Defense shall be the
agency head of the nt of Defense
and of each military department thereof,
and (2) in the case of any authority, com-
mission, or other ageney control over which
is exercised by more than one individual
such term means the body exercising such
control.

(¢) The term “contract” means any ac-
tual or proposed contract, agreement, un-
derstanding, or other arrangement between
any executive agency and any other person
for the acquisition of any property by or on
behalf of any executive agency or for the
rendition of any service for or on behalf of
any executive agency, and includes any as-
signment, substitution of parties, or sub-
contract of any tier executed or entered into
for or in connection with the performance
of that contract.

(d) The term “person” includes any indi-
vidual and any corporation, partnership,
firm, association, institution, or other entity,

(e) The term “invention” means any in-
vention, discovery, improvement, or innova-
tion, without regard to the patentability
thereof,

(f) The term *“class”, when used with re-
gard to inventions, means any class or sub-
class of inventions under the classification
system of the Patent Office.
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(g) The term “made’, when used in rela-
tion to any invention, means the conception
or first actual reduction to practice of such
invention.

(h) The term “Administrator” means the
Administrator of General Services,

PROFPRIETARY INTERESTS OF THE UNITED STATES
IN INVENTIONS

Sec. 3. (a) The United States shall have
exclusive right and title to any invention
made by any person if the invention—

(1) was made in the performance by such
person of any obligation arising from a con-
tract or lease executed or grant made by or
on behalf of an executive agency, and is
directly related to the subject matter of such
contract; or

(2) resulted from any activity undertaken
in the performance of services under any
contract or lease executed or grant made by
or on behalf of an executive agency for work
involving scientific or technological research,
development, or exploration.

(b) Any patent issued by the Commis-
sloner of Patents for any such invention
shall be issued or assigned by the Commis-
sloner to the United States upon request
made by the agency head of the executive
agency concerned.

(c) Whenever any such request is made by
any such agency head, determination of any
question arising with respect to the entitle-
ment of such agency head under this section
to receive such patent shall be made in con-
formity with the provisions of subsections
{c), (d), and (e) of section 305 of the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Act of 1858
(42 U.S.C. 2457).

(d) Whenever any contract or lease is
entered into or any grant is made by or on
behalf of any executive agency with any
person, and the performance of that con-
tract, lease, or grant may result in any
invention in which the United States may
have a proprietary interest, that contract,
lease, or grant shall contain such provisions
as the Administrator shall determine, with
the written approval of the Attorney Gen-
eral, to be sufficlent to (1) protect the pro-
prietary interests of the United States in
any invention so made, and (2) require such
person to furnish promptly to that executive
agency, at such time or times as those pro-
visions shall prescribe, full and complete
technical information concerning any inven-
tion which may be made in the performance
of any obligation imposed by the terms of
that contract, lease, or grant,

WAIVER OF PROPRIETARY INTERESTS OF
UNITED STATES IN INVENTIONS

SEC. 4. (a) Under such regulations as the
Administrator may prescribe with the ap-
proval of the Attorney General, the agency
head of any executive agency may walve all
or any part of the proprietary rights of the
United States with respect to any invention
or class of inventions made or which there-
after may be made by any person or class
of persons in the performance of obligations
arising under any contract or lease or class
of contracts or leases entered into or to be
entered into, or any grant or class of grants
made or to be made, by or on behalf of that
executive agency if—

{1) the agency head has determined that
the contribution of funds, facilities, and pro-
prietary Information made or to be made by
the reciplent or recipients of such waiver to
the making of that invention or class of
inventions so far exceeds, or will so far
exceed, the contribution made thereto by
the United States Government that equita-
ble considerations favor the granting of such
walver; and

(2) the Attorney General has determined
that the granting of such waiver would not
facilitate (A) the growth or mailntenance
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of monopolistic control by any person of
any product or service, or any class of prod-
ucts or services, offered or to be offered for
sale in the trade or commerce of the United
States; or (B) the concentration of economic
power with respect to any part of the trade
or commerce of the United States.

(b) Each such waiver must contain such
terms and conditions as may be required
to—

(1) reserve to the United States an irre-
vocable license for the practice of such
invention, and the use of technical infor-
mation relating thereto, throughout the
world by or on behalf of the United States
or any foreign government pursuant to any
treaty or agreement with the United States;
and

(2) insure that the recipient thereof will
take such actlon as the Attorney General
may determine to be required for the pro-
tection of the interests of the United States.

TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

Bec. 6. (a) The Federal y and
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as
amended, 1s amended by—

(1) inserting at the end of subsection
201(a) thereof (40 U.S.C. 481) the following
new sentence: “No such exemption may be
made with respect to any action taken by
the Administrator pursuant to the provi-
sions of the Federal Inventions Act.”; and

(2) inserting at the end of section 302
thereof (41 U.S.C. 252) the following new
subsectlon:

“(f) All purchases and contracts for prop-
erty and services shall be made in compli-
ance with the requirements of the Federal
Inventions Act.”

(b) Title 10 of the United States Code is
amended by adding at the end of section
2306 thereof the following new subsection:

*(f) All purchases and contracts subject
to the provisions of this chapter shall be
made in compliance with the requirements
of the Federal Inventions Act.”

(c) Subsection (a) of section 305 of the
National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958
(42 U.S.C. 2457) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“(a) All contracts, agreements, arrange-
ments, conveyances, and grants entered into
or made by the Administration shall be sub-
ject to the requirements of the Federal In-
ventions Act.”

(d) Subsections (f) and (j) of section 305
of the National Aeronautics and Space Act
of 1958 (42 U.S.C. 2457) are repealed.

(e) Sectlon 306(a) of the National Aero-
nautlcs and Space Act of 1958 (42 U.S.C.
2458) is amended by—

(1) striking out, in the first sentence
thereof, the words “(as defined by section
306)"; and

(2) amending the second sentence thereof
to read as follows: “Each application made
for any such award shall be referred to a
Contribution Board which shall be estab-
lished within the Administration.”

(f) The Atomic Energy Act of 1054 is
amended by striking out section 152 there-
of (42 U.S8.C. 2182), but nothing contained
in this Act shall affect or impair the provi-
sions of sections 151, 163, 154, 1565, 166, 1567,
158, 159, or 160 of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954 (42 U.8.C. 2181 and 2183-2190, inclu-
sive), or any authority conferred upon the
Atomic Energy Commission by such sections.

(g) The Act of May 28, 1938 (48 Stat. 58)
as amended (establishing the Tennessee Val-
ley Authority) is amended by—

(1) striking out the colon which appears
first in subsection 5(i) thereof (16 U.S.C.
831d(i)) and all thereafter down to the
period at the end of such subsection; and

(2) adding at the end of the first para-
graph of subsection 9(b) thereof (16 U.S.C.
831h(b)) the following new sentence: “All
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purchases and contracts for supplies or cerv-
ices shall be made in compliance with the re-
quirements of the Federal Inventions Act.”

(h) The National Science Foundation Act
of 1950 is amended by—

(1) striking out section 12 thereof (42
U.S.C. 1871); and

(2) adding at the end of section 15
thereof (42 U.S.C. 1873) the following new
subsection:

“(j) Every contract, lease, grant, agree-
ment, understanding, or other arrangement
made or entered into by or on behalf of the
Foundation shall be subject to the require-
ments of the Federal Inventions Act.”

(i) The seventh sentence of section 10(a)
of the Act of June 29, 1935, as added by sec-
tion 101 of the Act of August 14, 1046 (60
Stat. 1085, as amended; 7 U.S.C. 427i(a)),
relating to agricultural research, is amended
to read as follows: “Any contract, lease,
grant, agreement, understanding, or other
arrangement made or entered into pursuant
to this authority shall be subject to the re-
quirements of the Federal Inventions Act.”

EFFECTIVE DATE

Sec.B. (a) This Act shall take effect on the
first day of the fourth month beginning
after the date of enactment of this Act.

(b) The provisions of this Act shall not
apply to any invention related to the per-
formance of obligations arising under any
contract or lease entered into or grant made
by or on behalf of any executive agency other
than the Atomic Energy Commission or the
National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration at any time before the effective date
of this Act, or to any amendment, modifica-
tion, or extension of any such contract, lease,
or grant if that amendment, modification,
or extension is entered into within one year
after the date of enactment of this Act.
Each such contract, grant, modification, or
extension shall be governed by applicable
law in effect on the day preceding the date
of enactment of this Act.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. GRUENING. I noted with in-
terest the Senator’s reference, in his very
illuminating and very important speech,
in developing and laying the groundwork
for correcting one of the most serious
abuses from which this Nation suffers,
his use of the phrase ‘“double standard.”

I am wondering whether he has noted
the use of this double standard by the
Eisenhower-Nixon administration in
many fields, including the field of foreign
policy. On the one hand the adminis-
tration tells us that legislation and ap-
propriations to combat pollution and
legislation and appropriations for educa-
tion, for housing, for resource research,
conservation, and development and for
much else our people need are wasteful,
extravagant, unnecessary and would un-
balance the budget; whereas, we are told,
identical projects in the foreign field are
essential and must not be cut by so much
as a nickel.

That is not the only field in which
the double standard is applied by this
administration. I think, for example, of
Connelly and Caudle, who were rail-
roaded to jail by the administration on
rather dubious evidence; whereas other
officials of this administration, occupy-
ing high positions of trust, who have
acted along this same line, and com-
mitted for more grievous transgressors,
were held to be needed, were not pros-
ecuted and indeed were reluctantly dis-
missed with a pat on the back.
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I think of the competition by the De-
partment of Defense with private enter-
prise while the administration inveighs
against such a course although sanection-
ing it in praectice—another example of
its double standard.

Many similar illustrations can be
given, particularly in the field of foreign
relations, although I do not wish to take
the time of the Senator from Louisiana
in the course of the delivery of his very
fine speech. In other words, profession
and performance, promise and fulfill-
ment, do not coincide at all so far as the
present administration is concerned. I
have given some striking examples.

As the Senator from Louisiana has so
well said, what is the use of having an
antitrust division in the Department of
Justice, or what is the use of talking
about the enforcement of antitrust laws,
when the present administration is at
the same time creating patent monopo-
lies that cost the American public billions
of dollars?

I very sincerely hope that the proposed
legislation which the distinguished Sen-
ator from Louisiana is introducing to
correct this situation will have prompt
and favorable consideration. If this de-
sirable legislation cannot be acted upon
in the present session due to lack of time
remaining, I hope that in the intervening
time before the 87th Congress we will
have its importance propagated so that
the American people can see how the
existing policies are used to their dis-
advantage and that there is need for a
change,

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank the
Senator. When I used the phrase “dou-
ble standard” I was happy to note that
the Senator from Alaska was on the floor,
because he has been one who has so ably
pointed out the double standard in other
fields, particularly in connection with
foreign aid, as contrasted with domestic
projects.

So far as the foreign aid is concerned,
someone downtown will authorize a proj-
ect without any idea of what it is going
to cost, and sometimes there will be
spent 10 or 20 times the estimated cost
of the project.

If, on the other hand, we try to get a
project constructed in this country, we
cannot get it authorized unless we can
prove that it will be paid off several times
in terms of water use, for example.

Mr. GRUENING. I was present at the
executive meeting of the Public Works
Committee this morning, when the dis-
tinguished Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
CurTis] who is now on the floor, put for-
ward a project dealing with flood control
in his State. In connection with such a
project at home, in the United States, an
authorization must first be requested of
the appropriate committee of one House
of Congress. It must be taken up by a
subcommittee of the Committee on Ap-
propriations. Then it must be approved
by the full committee. Then it must be
passed by one House, and then the same
procedure must be followed in the other
House.

However when we come to a flood-
control project, many times a more
tremendous project, which is to be built
in a foreign country, it is decided upon
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in one of the Government bureaus down-
town, and Congress is merely asked to
approve and then fo appropriate the
money in an omnibus foreign aid bill.
There is, for example, the $515 million
as Uncle Sam’s share for a project for
the Indus River area. It may be a
worthy project, but that foreign project
is not submitted to the same procedure
that the excellent project of my friend
from Nebraska is subjected to. It is au-
thorized in some bureau downtown, and
we are told that we must okay it. We
are told we must give the administration
a blank check. Of course we are told
that the project exists, but that is about
all. We are enjoined to approve it as
essential for the security of our Nation.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes; the
Senator from Alaska probably is familiar
with the road project in Vietnam, which
we were told would cost $18 million to
construct. The latest information is
that $129 million has already been spent
on the road, and it is still not completed.
The Senate sent a committee over there
to find out why the road was costing so
much. They wanted to know why it is
costing so much more than the estimated
$18 million. When the committee re-
turned, we were told that if it was going
to cost that much, it should not have
been undertaken in the first place, be-
cause the money could have been spent
better somewhere else. If a project is
requested to be constructed in this coun-
try, for example, in the State of Alaska,
to develop the great frontier of Alaska,
the State which is so ably represented by
the Senator and his colleague, it would
be necessary first to lay out what the
project would cost. Then the project
would have to be approved and justified,
and proof must be submitted to show
what good it would do in the develop-
ment of the area. All those justifica-
tions would have to be made first before
the project would be approved.

On the other hand, on a project in a
foreign country, far from telling us what
it would cost, the best estimate we get of
the cost is something like 10 to 1, and
after they have worked on it for some
time and spent $129 million, they say
that if it was going to cost that much,
it should not have been justified in the
first place.

Mr. GRUENING. The Senator is
quite right. We are now being told that
we must build a road from Rangoon to
Mandalay, the road immortalized in
verse and song half a century or more
ago by Rudyard Kipling. We are now
being asked to remake that road to
Mandalay a reality with American
dollars.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana.
the Senator.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. CURTIS. Concerning the patent
policy of the Defense Department, am
I correct in understanding the distin-
guished Senator to say that that policy
varies with certain other agencies such
as the National Science Foundation and
the Department of Agriculture and the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare?

I agree with
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes. Actual-
ly what seems to be the case is that in
every case where Congress has spoken
on this subject, Congress has insisted
that where the taxpayers pay for the
development and research, the product
of that research and development should
belong to the 180 million taxpayers.

On the other hand, where administra-
tive discretion has been permitted—I am
not criticizing this administration alone,
because this practice has been in effect
in other administrations as well—where
discretion has been permitted in the
administrator as in the Defense Depart-
ment, the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, and the Post Office
Department, the discretion has been
used to permit the contractor to get all
the private patent rights and the pro-
prietary rights, reserving to the Gov-
ernment only the relatively free and
nonexclusive license to have some of
these things produced for the Govern-
ment.

Mr. CURTIS. How long has this pol-
icy been in existence?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It started in
World War I1.

Mr, CURTIS. Congress has not
changed it during that time?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It has not.

Mr. CURTIS. In the cases where the
public does have a greater interest in the
patent development from Government-
financed research are cases where legis-
lation is required?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes.

Mr, CURTIS. The Senator is talking
about a policy which sprang up in World
War II and has continued until the pres-
ent time?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes. I
pointed out in my previous speech that
in World War II the Government only
reluctantly yielded to this policy, because
a large number of contractors took the
position that they did not want to do
the research and development unless
they could get the private patent rights.
The Government reluctantly yielded on
that point. Of course at that time they
were spending only a few hundred mil-
lion dollars. Now the amount has
reached $6 billion., Since that time
Congress has passed the Atomic Energy
Act and has provided just the opposite
kind of policy. It retained all the atomic
energy rights so that they might be made
generally available for use by the Gov-
ernment or to anyone the Government
desired to license.

Mr. CURTIS. Is it the contention of
the Senator from Louisiana that the
situation in the Department of Defense,
about which the Senator has complained,
exists because Congress has not acted?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It is my con-
tention that Congress should act on the
subject. I am not here to charge dere-
liction,

Mr. CURTIS. But action was taken in
the other cases—atomic energy, agricul-
ture; and what else?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The National
Aeronautics and Space Administration.

Mr. CURTIS. Public health?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. No.
Tennessee Valley Authority.
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Mr. CURTIS. How about the National
Science Foundation?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. No. The
National Science Foundation is one
agency concerning which Congress did
not act. I believe Congress should act
in that instance. I am introducing a
bill which would spell out the standards
according to which I think the action
should be taken.

Mr., President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the colloquy which has oc-
curred during the course of this speech
may appear at the end of my prepared
statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If I may re-
turn once again to the subject of a
double standard, this is how the Martin
Co. acts. They have stated that when
Government funds are involved, they
permit the subcontractors to retain the
title to inventions, improvements, and
discoveries. That is, if the Government
is paying for research and development
done by the Martin Co., of Baltimore, the
Martin Co. will permit the subcontrac-
tors to retain the title to all the inven-
tions, improvements, and discoveries for
their own account. But if the Martin
Co. spends its own funds, title—and
everything that goes with it—goes to the
Martin Co.

When the Martin Co. is spending the
money of the taxpayers, they are per-
fectly willing to have the subcontractors
retain all the proprietary benefits which
result from the research. But if the
Martin Co. is spending its own money, it
requires that all patent rights belong to
that company.

Any company would fire its board of
directors if the board spent money for
research and development and then did
not refain the benefits which came from
that research and development.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. GRUENING. What the Senator
has demonstrated is very much in point
with a question I raised earlier as to
whether there was any ethical or moral
Jjustification for this present patent pol-
icy. As the Senator has pointed out, by
implication, we like to believe that there
is an ethical and moral difference be-
tween the principles which we Americans
follow in our free society and those of the
totalitarian system. Apparently there is
not that difference in this fleld of pat-
ent practice, apart from the very practi-
cal cogent material reasons why our tax-
payers’ money should not be used to their
disadvantage. So that both on the
high plane of ethical and moral ground,
as well as from a practical standpoint,
this present policy needs to be reversed,
and will be reversed if the Senator’s bill
%)se acted upon favorably, as I hope it will

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank the
Senator from Alaska. Certainly it is
immoral to tax one businessman to help
his competitor to develop a new product,
and then to deny him the opportunity to
compete with that man in producing the
product which he has paid his own tax
money to help develop. One would think
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that at the very minimum he should have
an equal opportunity, particularly when
his competitor has been granted tax
funds to develop a new product.

Mr. GRUENING. The allegations of
the Senatfor from Louisiana are unan-
swerable. I hope this subject will re-
ceive the widest attention and discussion.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank the
Senator from Alaska.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield for a
question?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. GRUENING. I noted with inter-
est that the distinguished junior Senator
from Louisiana quoted Mr. Brownell, the
Attorney General of this administration
in 1956, as warning that the present pat-
ent policy may well be “one of the major
factors tending to concentrate economiec
power.” Was that warning followed by
any recommendation by the administra-
tion to do something about it?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I regret to
say that it was followed by what I re-
gard as a general retreat. Although a
Democratic Attorney General recom-
mended strongly that these patents,
which were paid for at public expense,
should be available to everyone, the Re-
publican Attorney General, Mr. Brownell,
made a weaker statement. Now the
present head of the Antitrust Division
has stated that certain factors should
be considered. But by the time he got
through with his letter to us, it meant
just about zero. And the President has
taken no stand at all.

Then the administration set up a
study group, which has been studying
the matter for 2 or 3 years—which, in
my judgment, is just an excuse for not
making some sort of recommendation.

Meanwhile, the study group went to
the George Washington Patent Founda-
tion and asked it to make a study and
to recommend to it what its position
should be.

The interesting thing, to me, is that
the George Washington Patent Founda-
tion is supported by the private patent
lawyers, and they have an ax to grind.
No one has a greater interest in preserv-
ing a system of taxing the public for
private advantage than do the patent
lawyers themselves.

Mr. GRUENING. Naturally.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If they are
able to maintain this system, they will
be in a position to do patent work on
$6 billion a year of unnecessary patent
litigation; and I assume that those who
control this foundation are generally the
leaders of the American Patent Law
Association, the bellwethers of which
seem to be the attorneys for Allis-
Chalmers Corp., General Electric Corp.,
and other large corporations.

The impression I have gained is that
those who demand this unconscionable
advantage are not so much those in big
business as their patent lawyers. Most
big businessmen with whom I have dis-
cussed the matter have quite readily con-
ceded to me that what is sauce for the
goose is also sauce for the gander; that
if they employed someone to do research
and development work for them, they
would insist on retaining the patent
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rights for their company; and that it is
logical for the Government to proceed
on the same basis.

Mr. GRUENING. I think that is un-
deniably so.

I would say that this example of the
misapplication of public expenditures is
not the only instance of this sort. The
Department of Defense, which seems to
be the chief offender in this patent busi-
ness, is now engaging in monopolizing
the oxygen business, although a number
of private firms have for some time been
engaged in that business; and the Gov-
ment, which preaches that there should
be no Government competition with pri-
vate business, is enzaged in that field—
in other words, as the Senator from
Louisiana has said, is now talking out
of both sides of its mouth; and the head
of the Antitrust Division is talking out
of both sides of his mouth, but appears
to be saying nothing out of either side.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
from Alaska is correct.

I have pointed out how certain of these
large concerns have their patent lawyers,
who, in turn, are joining in the drive to
try to preserve a system under which the
private contractors will have the patent
benefits from the work done by means of
public expenditures of $6 billion a year—
with the result that the public has to pay
high, monopolistic prices for 17, 34, or
51 years thereafter—for as long as these
patents and the improvements can be
extended. In that way the public has
to pay for many years to come for what
the public has already paid for; and I
stated that certain influential patent
lawyers are in large measure determin-
ing the Government’s position in connec-
tion with this matter.

I have here, fortunately, a copy of two
letters sent by the American Patent Law
Association to its members, relating to a
meeting at which this particular prob-
lem was discussed. Let usfaceit. They
have an important ax to grind. Patent
lawyers probably make as much out of
this as anybody. A meeting was held at
which were present Mr. Paul R. Ames,
who, I understand, is attorney for Stand-
ard Oil; Mr. T. L. Bowes, attorney for
Westinghouse; Mr. Gavin M. Crawford,
who I believe represents Westinghouse;
Mr. Howard I. Forman, attorney for
Rohm & Haas Co.; Mr. Robert Gotts-
chalk, attorney for Standard Oil; Mr.
Ray M. Harris, attorney for NASA; Mr.
H. Hume Mathews, attorney for Air Re-
duction Co.; Mr. Frank L. Neuhauser,
attorney for General Electric; Mr, David
A. Rich, attorney for Sanders Associa-
tion, Inc.; Mr. Benjamin G. Weil, attor-
ney for the Martin Co.; Mr. Hugh S.
Wertz, attorney for Bell Laboratories,
and Mr. Kimball S. Wyman, attorney for
Allis-Chalmers.

These gentlemen discussed this matter,
and their activities were directed toward
an effort to get the law changed so they
would get the patent rights on space and
aeronautics developments.

Mr. Neuhauser and Mr. Wyman, I be-
lieve, made speeches along this line. It
was resolved that they should proceed
with this kind of effort to get patents
resulting from expenditures of Govern-
ment money on research.
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I was pleased to see that my interest in
trying to protect the public interest in
the matter merited their attention. They
have written and informed a rather con-
siderable number of companies who were
benefiting from. this gigantic expendi-
ture of public moneys that they should
write their Representatives and Senators
to see that nothing came of the efforts
to give the Government the patent
rights.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letters to which I have
referred be included in the REcorbp at this
point,

Thore being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

AMERICAN PATENT LawW ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., May 11, 1960.
To: Members of the Committee on Govern-
ment Patent Policies.
From: Howard I. Forman, chairman.
GeENTLEMEN: The following is a report on
the meeting of our committee on Friday,
April 29, 1960, which was held in Rivers suite
D of the Pittsburgh Hilton Hotel. The fol-
lowing persons were listed on the attendance
register:
MEMBERS

Paul R. Ames, Standard ©11.

T. L. Bowes, Westinghouse.

Gavin M. Crawford, Westinghouse.
Howard I. Forman, Rohm & Haas Co.
Robert Gottschalk, Standard Oil.

H, Fredrick Hamann, NASA.

Ray M. Harrick, NASA.

Melvin R. Jenney, Whitten & Holden.
H. Hume Mathews, Air Reduction Co.
Frank L., Neuhauser, General Electric.
David A, Rich, SBanders Associates, Inc,
Benjamin G. Weil, the Martin Co.
Hugh 8. Wertz, Bell Laboratories.
Kimball 8. Wyman, Allis-Chalmers.

GUESTS

Reynold Bennett, National Association of
Manufacturers, New York, N.Y.

James P. Burns, chairman, National
Council’s Government Patent Policy Study
Committee.

Donald L. Dickerson, Socony Mobil 0il Co.,
New York, N.Y.

John W. Gaines, Webb, Mackey & Burden,
Pittsburgh, Pa.

Elmer J. Gorn, Raytheon Co., Waltham,
Mass.

Joseph E. EKerwin, Allis-Chalmers Manu-
facturing Co., Milwaukee, Wis.

Roberts B. Larson, Larson & Taylor, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Lyle 8. Motley, Borg-Warner Corp., Chi-
cago, Ill.

Frederick M. Murdock, Monsanto Chemi-
cal Co., 8t. Louis, Mo.

Joseph C. Schwalbach, Carpenter, Abbott,
Coulter & Kinney, St. Paul, Minn.

Hon, Arthur M. SBmith, U.8. Court of Cus-
toms and Patent Appeals, Washington, D.C.

George W. Talburtt, Chrysler Corp., De-
troit, Mich.

William H. Webb, Webb, Mackay & Burden,
Pittsburgh, Pa.

AGENDA AND ACTION TAKEN

The chairman opened with a brief report
on the disposition of two resolutions ap-
proved by the committee at its meeting on
January 20, 1960, and referred to Frank Neu-
hauser, our board liaison member, for pres-
entation to the board of managers. The first
resolution, which, in effect, reaffirmed the
association’s earlier stated position advocat-
ing amendments to the patent provisions in
the Space Act of 19568 be considered by the
board as requiring no further action. The
second resolution, which proposed estab-
lishment of an ad hoc committee from mem-
bers of the legislation and Government pat-
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ent policies committees to furnish repre-
sentatives on short notice to appear at hear-
ings of Congress, was considered by the
board as requiring no action, for the reason
that both committees can make such an ar-
rangement on their own. The board com-
mended our committee for its action and
recommended that the chairmen of both
committees get together on this suggestion,
and this has been done.
* * * * *
ITEM 6

Subcommittee No. 1; “Distribution of
rights to inventions arising from Govern-
ment-sponsored research”: The chairman
explained that this subcommittee had done
an excellent job, but the complexities of its
subject matter were such that in order to
decide what further actlon should be taken
it was deemed desirable to have additional
information presented in the form of pre-
pared talks. He then infroduced Frank
Neuhauser who gave the first talk, succes-
sively followed by Kimball Wyman and Ray
Harris. The talks were so well received that
it was decided to have them reproduced and
distributed to all the members of the com-
mittee. Afterward, it was decided to ask
Mr. Webb and Miss Gauer to authorize and
arrange for printing of the talks in the
APLA Bulletin at the earliest opportunity,
in order that the entire membership of the
association could have the benefit thereof.

Before the discussion on the talks and the
subject matter of the subcommittee’s work,
the chairman read a letter from Willlam R.
Lane dated April 11, 1960, which proposed
that our committee undertake a study with
a view toward recommending what should
be done with patents owned by the Govern-
ment (e.g., license them royalty free, license
them for royalties, dedicate them to the
publie, ete.). This was done in order to
have his proposal included in the closely
related subject matter of the three talks and
the subcommittee’s fleld of interest.

A lengthy discussion ensued and three mo-
tions were introduced and carried, two of
them proposing resolutions to be transmitted
to the board of managers for action. The
first resolution, which was submitted by
Paul Ames, is as follows:

“Resolved, That the American Patent Law
Association commend the Mitchell Subcom-
mittee on Patents and Inventions of the
House Committee on Sclence and Astronau-
tics for the manner in which it conducted
the hearings on the patent provisions of the
bill proposed by the Honorable OVERTON
Brooks to amend the Space Act of 1958, and
on the report issued as a result of those
hearings under date of March 8, 1960. While
the American Patent Law Association would
have preferred to have seen the Mitchell
subcommittee recommend a position in line
with the APLA's stated position, and while
not necessarily agreeing with some of the
conclusions expressed in the subcommittee’s
report, the APLA supports and urges the
passage of the Brooks bill.”

This resolution was unanimously passed.
It will be referred to Frank Neuhauser for
presentation to the board of managers,

The second resolution, which was sub-
mitted by Kimball Wyman, was as follows:

“Resolved, That the public interest will
be best served and the purpose of the patent
system best achieved by the vestment of title
to all inventions made by contractors in ful-
filling research and development contracts,
financed in whole or in part by the Govern-
ment, in sald contractors: Provided, however,
That sald title shall be subject to a non-
exclusive license in the Government for Gov-
ernment purposes; Provided further, That if
any sald inventions shall be declared af-
fected with a public interest in accordance
with the following principles:

*1. The activities to which the patent li-
cense is proposed to be applied by such ap-
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plicant are of primary importance and the
furtherance of policies and purposes of Gov-
ernment; and

2, The lcensing of such invention or dis-
covery 1s of primary importance to the needs
of an applicant for a patent license in fur-
therance of the policies and purposes recited
in (1); and

“3. The said applicant cannot otherwise
obtain a patent license from the owner of the
sald patent on reasonable royalty terms for
the intended use of the patent to be made by
such applicant; and

4, The policles and purposes of Govern-
ment recited in (1) cannot be adequately
served unless the sald applicant Is granted
a license.

“Then the said inventions shall be made
subject to the grant of nonexclusive licenses
on royalty terms and on conditions deemed
reasonable to the patent owner."”

This resolution was passed with the fur-
ther proviso (which was added during the
discussion) that it be referred to the board
of managers as an indication of the principles
favored by the committee and not as an item
which is to be considered for early action and
posaible publication as an official representa-
tion of the assoclation.

The final motion was that subcommittee
No. 1 be reconstituted, since the chairman,
Kimball Wyman, had indicated that he could
no longer serve in that capacity because of
the pressure of his other duties, and that the
group shall be considerably expanded so as
to be able to carry out a number of programs
simultaneously. This motion was unani-
mously carried.

ITEM 7

Benjamin Weil gave a brief résumé of a
discussion he recently had with members of
Senator O'MaHONEY’'s staff concerning the
meaning of certain items in a survey letter
which the Senator had recently sent to
varlous companies concerning patents, par-
ticularly with regard to inventions arising
out of contracts had with the Government.
Apparently, until it was brought to their
attention, O'MaxoONEY'S staff was not aware
of the significance of some of the questions
on fiscal matters which were raised in the
letter.

In conclusion, it may be stated that our
committee made tremendous forward strides
at the Pittsburgh meeting, particularly in
the area of the subjects considered by our
Subcommittee No. 1. The principal accom-
plishment seemed to be a meeting of the
minds that: (1) some compromise with re-
gard to our previous position may have to
be made in the face of the tremendous oppo-
sition we face in Congress, and in view of
the comments made by the members of the
Mitchell subcommittee who generally appear
sympathetic to our views; (2) a compromise
can be proposed which will yield some minor
ground but which may have the effect of re-
inforcing our defenses against attack on the
patent system itself; and (3) an affirmative
approach must be developed expounding
“reforms" of our own rather than adhering
to a negative approach in which we maintain
no change is needed of any kind.

The attack on Federal patent policies is
quite obviously part of an attack on our
patent system as we have known it to date.
If there has been any doubt on this score it
may be resolved by reference to the 17-page
tirade by Senator Lowc which appeared in
the CoNGRESSIONAL REcORD of May 3, 1060,
on pages 92156-9228 and on May 4, 1960, pages
9378-9380. I hope to obtain and send copies
of that speech to each of you soon.

In the meantime, our work will go for-
ward with the objective of developing a spe-
cific approach to the problem posed by Sen-
ator Lone and the adherents to his views.
Acting on the committee’s stipulation, there
has been newly established Subcommittee
No. 1-A on “Rights In Inventions Arising
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From Government-Sponsored Research” un-
der the chairmanship of Ray Harris. It is
hoped that the new subcommittee will make
its report in time for action before the Octo-
ber meeting of the association.

I wish to acknowledge, with grateful ap-
preciation, the cooperation of H. Fredrick
Hamann in acting as Secretary at the Pitts-
burgh meeting and providing me with ex-
cellent minutes. Also, my thanks to Frank
Neuhauser, Eimball Wyman, and Ray Harris
who, by their excellent talks, set the stage
for the deliberations and actions which fol-
lowed.

AMERICAN PATENT LAW ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., May 12, 1960.
To: Members of the Committee on Govern-
ment Patent Policies.
From: Howard I. Forman, chairman.

GENTLEMEN: Near the end of my letter
No. 11 mention was made of a tremendous
blast by Senator LoNe of Louisiana on the
subject of Federal patent policies. He made
his long and caustic statement on the floor
of the Senate on May 38 and 4, 1960. His
remarks were printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp for those 2 days in 17 pages from
9215 to 9228 and 9378 to 9380.

Mimeographed coples of Senator Lone's
speech, as it appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp of May 3, have been procured from
his office. One copy is enclosed for your files.
However, if you can get a look at the Con-
GRESSIONAL Recorp for May 4, you should
examine Lowg's list of 300 companies and
installations receiving largest amounts of
military research and development contracts
in the fiscal years 1954-56. Also appearing
in that issue, and in the CONGRESSIONAL REC-
orp for May 5, are letters from the following
persons praising Senator Lowe for his stand:

Senator JaAMEs E. MUrraY, Democrat, of
Montana.

Senator LisTer Hmr, Democrat, of Ala-
bama,

Senator Taomas J. Dopp, Democrat, of
Connecticut.

Senator OreN E. Loweg, Democrat, of Hawaii.

Senator Miton R. Youwne, Republican, of
North Dakota.

Senator ALBERT Gorg, Democrat, of Ten-
nessee.

Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, Democrat, of New
Mexico.

Senator Crair EwncLE, Democrat, of Cali-
fornia.

Representative James H. MoRrISON, Demo-
crat, of Louisiana.

It is suggested that you study LonNG's
speech carefully. When you do, you might
keep these thoughts in mind for possible ac-
tion which could be taken:

1. Consider recommendations for a course
of action which you think our committee
should pursue and advise me of same with a
copy to Ray M. Harris, chairman of sub-
committee 1-A on “Rights to inventions
arising from Government-sponsored re-
search.”

2. Consider contacting your local patent
law assoclations and recommending a course
of action which they should take.

3. Consider contacting your own Senators
and Congressman, and asking your cllents
to do likewise (particularly if you or your
clients are constituents of any of the persons
listed above).

4. Conslder other actions which you be-
lieve should be taken at this time either
to refute Senator LoNg’s charges directly or
to acquaint others in Congress with the fal-
lacies in some of Long’s statements.

Your attention is invited to H.R. 12049, a
bill by Mr. Brooks of Loulsiana, which was
introduced on May 3, 1960. It is a clean bill
based on the changes recommended in the
Mitchell subcommittee report with which
you are all familiar, It is understood that
this bill may be reported out of committee
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soon, perhaps by the time you receive this
letter.

Your attention also in invited to H.R.
10809 which Senator Lowe of Louisiana
placed in the legislative hopper (Calendar
No. 1833) on May 2, 1860, as an amendment
he proposes to introduce to H.R. 10809 (the
original Brooks bill which is superseded by
HR. 12049).

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. GRUENING. The $6 billion that
would be saved to the public by the
adoption of the legislation proposed by
the junior Senator from Louisiana might
help balance the budget and even give
us a surplus going beyond even the $4
billion which the President held up so
alluringly as something which we might
save if the Nation were willing to forego
some of the benefits which many of us
think our domestic economy and social
welfare need. It would not only be of
public benefit and redound indirectly to
the benefit of the Treasury, but it would
work a great moral and ethical prineiple
which we need in this country. Is that
correct?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It would do
that. In many instances, the savings
would be hidden savings. The very
thing we are doing here would result in
costing the public and the taxpayers
more than $30 billion over the next 25
or 30 years as a result of the higher costs
the people would have to pay to the
monopolies, which would charge much
higher prices than the people would be
charged if there had been effective com-
petition.

THE TIDAL WAVE TRAGEDY AT HA-
‘WAII EMPHASIZES NEED FOR SEA-
WALL AT HILO

Mr,. FONG. Mr. President, while I was
in Buenos Aires, Argentina, last week,
a great disaster struck the State of Ha-
waii. The series of earthquakes in Chile
caused seismic waves, more popularly
termed tidal waves, all over the Pacific
Ocean. When the seismic wave or tsu-
nami or tidal wave hit my State of
Hawaii, more than $50 million damages
were caused in a matter of minutes.
The exact number of dead has up to
this minute numbered 57 persons. More
than 200 have been injured.

The big island of Hawaii suffered the
greatest blow. Almost all of the dam-
ages of $50 million occurred here. The
island of Oahu suffered damages in the
neighborhood of $250,000 to about 50
homes. The estimated damage on the
island of Maui to homes, cannery plant,
and dock and waterfront facilities is es-
timated at $1,500,000. On the island of
Molokai, four homes were demolished
and three homes and six fish ponds were
damaged for an overall estimated loss
of $25,000. On the island of Kauai only
several beach homes were damaged.

The city of Hilo, on the island of Ha-
waii, the second largest city in the State
of Hawaii, is in shambles. Buildings
were knocked over as if they were mateh-
sticks. Large trees were uprooted.
Hundreds of businesses and homes were
wiped out. Electricity and telephone
services were disrupted. Almost every
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parking meter was bent to the ground.
Hilo is a city of sorrow, of death, of
debris, of mud and devastation.

This destruction was indeed a most
regrettable catastrophe of the first order.
I know that I express the feeling of my
colleagues in the Senate when I say we
are deeply grieved at the loss of the lives
of so many of our people in this disaster.
I know my colleagues join me in convey-
ing our heartfelt condolences to the fam-
lies who have suffered from the great
loss of their loved ones. I know my col-
leagues would like to have me express
also their regrets to all those who have
suffered property losses.

The city of Hilo on the big island of
Hawaii will have to be rebuilt for the sec-
ond time within 14 years. This last tidal
wave was the 42d to reach Hawaii in re-
corded history. Some were mere ripples
which added only inches to the water
level. Others were 50-foot monsters
which took tremendous tolls in loss of life
and human suffering. The most terri-
ble of all occurred on April 1, 1946. It
was Hawaii's worst natural disaster.
Born of a mighty earthquake off the
Aleutian Islands at 1:59 that morning,
a series of waves rolled southward, 1,800
miles across the Pacific at a speed of 490
miles an hour and crashed without warn-
ing into the north coast of the big island
of Hawaii at 6:45 am. The other is-
lands were hit minutes later. The final
toll was 159 dead, 163 injured, some
5,000 homeless. Territorywide damage
amounted to $25 million. The most
tragic destruction was in Hilo and along
the Hamakua coast. The big island
counted 121 dead including 23 persons
who were swept out to sea at Laupahoe-
hoe. Six died in Oahu, 18 on Maui, 14 on
EKauai. The waves, which in places
reached heights of 55 feet, crumbled
homes, business houses, wharves, and
boats. They tore up streets and cane-
fields. Hilo's front area was a shambles.
The waves picked up wooden buildings
from one side of Hilo's Kamehameha
Avenue and smashed them against con-
crete structures on the other side.
Three- and four-story apartment and
tenement buildings disappeared. Dam-
age was heavy along coastal areas of
other islands but was nothing in com-
parison to Hilo.

Out of the 1946 disaster came the
present method of warning the islanders
of approaching tidal waves. Spurred by
the tragedy, the Federal Government set
up an elaborate tidal wave warning sys-
tem in the Pacific. This alerted is-
landers hours in advance.

It was unfortunate that many people
in Hawaii, after having been warned of
the impending danger, regarded the mat-
ter lightly and did not vacate their
homes. Many of those who died would
now be living had they heeded the warn-
ing, and a large part of the estimated
$50 million destruction of property also
could have been prevented by a protec-
tive sea wall. The Corps of Engineers
estimates that 90 percent of the destrue-
tion at Hilo could have been avoided
had there been a protective sea wall ap-
proximately 2 miles long and 22 feet in
height. Such a sea wall would cost be-
tween $5 million and $7 million.
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At this morning’s meeting of the Com-
mittee on Public Works of the Senate, at
my urgent request, this project was au-
thorized as a project of great emergency.
I ask my colleagues for their support, so
that the necessary funds may be ap-
propriated as soon as possible.

I should like o commend af this time
officials of the State and Federal Govern-
ments for the fine work which they have
done to alleviate the suffering of the
people of Hawaii. I should like also to
commend the many individuals and
private organizations who also gave im-
mediate assistance; the Coast Guard, for
alerting owners of large and small craft
of the impending danger; the U.S. Navy
in supplying electrical power to Hilo; and
the U.S. Army in offering equipment and
personnel. The Hawaii National Guard
rendered invaluable assistance in guard-
ing against pilferage and is now helping
in the tremendous job of cleaning up the
devastated area.

On the night of the disaster the head-
quarters of the American Red Cross in
Washington immediately organized a
team to be dispatched to Hawaii and this
organization has since been providing to
our people very helpful and commendable
service.

In Washington, D.C., the Small Busi-
ness Administration declared the State
of Hawaii a major disaster area and the
Department of Agriculture reminded
farmers on the island of Hawaii that
they were still eligible for emergency
loans from the Farmers Home Admin-
istration as a result of the March 4, 1960,
declaration of the island as a disaster
area following the voleano eruptions
which oecurred earlier this year.

When the President declared Hawaii a
major disaster area on Wednesday, May
25, in reply to the request by my distin-
guished colleague [Mr. LoNg], Gov. Wil-
liam F. Quinn and myself, other Federal
agencies swung into action under the
direction of the Office of Civil and De-
fense Mobilization.

On behalf of the people of Hawaii, I
wish to express my heartfelt apprecia-
tion to all of the officials of our Govern-
ment and to all persons and organiza-
tions who have contributed and who are
contributing help to us.

In behalf of the people of Hawaii, I
ask that necessary funds be immediately
appropriated for a protective seawall for
the city of Hilo so that there will be no
repetition of this great castastrophe
which has taken a toll of 57 lives, caused
injury to more than 200 people, and
caused over $50 million of property
damage.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. FONG. 1yield.

Mr. CURTIS. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Hawaii should be commended
for his statement, as well as for the
prompt action which was taken by the
Committee on Public Works, I am de-
lighted that the Senator has referred to
the sympathy of the entire Senate to-
ward the people who have lost their
loved ones and have suffered injury or
property loss. I am intensely interested
in what the Senator has had to say, be-
cause it is absolutely accurate; it is much
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less expensive to prevent something from
happening than to repair the damage
after a disaster.

Mr. FONG. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska for his very kind
words.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr, MOSS obtained the floor,

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield to
the senior Senator from Virginia with
the understanding that I shall not lose
my right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Utah? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

OVERALL LIMITATION ON FOREIGN
TAX CREDIT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 10087) to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to permit
taxpayers fo elect an overall limitation
on the foreign tax credit.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
the pending bill, HR. 10087, relates to
the overall limitation on foreign tax
credit. It amends the Internal Revenue
Code to permit taxpayers to elect an
overall limitation on the foreign tax
credit. The overall limitation has the
effect of permitting taxpayers to treat
the taxes of the various foreign coun-
tries collectively, rather than separately
for each country.

Under present law, the amount of for-
eign tax which may be credifed against
U.S. tax is restricted by a so-called per-
country limitation, with a provision for
a 2-year carryback and 5-year ecarry-
forward of unused credits.

H.R. 10087, as passed by the House,
permitted taxpayers to elect, at 5-year
intervals, to apply either the overall
limitation or the per-country limitation
in computing the foreign tax credit. The
same method was required to be followed
for at least 5 years unless the Secre-
tary or his delegate consented to an
earlier change. In addition, the carry-
back and carryover provision was amend-
ed fo permit unused credits from a per-
country year to be carried back and for-
ward to either per-country years or over-
all years, but the overall limitation could
only have been carried back or forward
to other years where the same overall
limitation was applied.

The committee has amended the House
bill in several respects. Like the House
bill, the committee bill permits taxpayers
to elect the overall limitation in liem of
the per-country limitation, but once
made, the election shall be binding until
the Secretary or his delegate gives his
consent to change. The committee has
been assured that the Secretary will be
reasonable in exercising this authority
and will permit taxpayers to shift to the
per-country limitation where they are
about to enter substantial operations in
a new foreign country which may prove
quite risky with the possibility of loss for
a number of years. Also, it is under-
stood that he will permit taxpayers to
shift back to the per-country limitation
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where substantial losses are realized
with respect to existing investments be-
cause of nationalization, expropriation,
or War,

The committee bill provides special
rules where an affiliated group of cor-
porations file a consolidated return and
among the corporations included in the
group are one or more Western Hemi-
sphere trade corporations. Under these
rules unused credits attributable to the
income of a Western Hemisphere trade
corporation which is taxed by the United
States at 38 percent could not be used
to offset the U.S. tax of 52 percent on
income from other foreign countries.
However, if the Western Hemisphere
trade corporation pays foreign taxes
greater than the regular U.S. tax, the
excess could be used to offset U.S. tax
on income from other foreign countries.

The committee has also amended the
carryback and carryforward provisions
of the House bill so that unused credits
from a per-country year may not be car-
ried back and forward to overall years.
Under the committee bill, as under pres-
ent law and the House bill, unused
eredits from a per-country year may be
carried back or forward to other per-
country years. Unused credits from an
overall year may be carried back and
forward only to other overall years.

The House bill involved a revenue loss
of approximately $20 to $40 million.
The committee amendments reduce this
revenue loss to between $15 and $20 mil-
lion. The Treasury Department has in-
dicated that it has no objections to the
bill as amended by the committee.

Section 5 of the bill was added by the
committee. It excludes from gross in-
come reimbursements for moving ex-
penses received by employees of certain
corporations formed exclusively to op-
erate laboratories for the Atomic Energy
Commission unless the employees were
advised at the time of their employment
that this reimbursement was taxable.
By its terms, section 5 applies only for
the period from 1950 to the date of en-
actment of this act. This amendment
was added by the Senate to the Tech-
nical Amendments Act of 1958 but was
deleted in the conference because the
Treasury Department objected to it.
The Treasury Department has now in-
dicated that it does not object to the
enactment of this provision.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the committee amendments be
agreed to en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRUENING in the chair). Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr., President, I
offer the amendment which I send to the
desk and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
New Mexico will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 10,
after line 10, it is proposed to insert the
following:

If refund or credit of any overpayment
resulting from the application of this section
is prevented on the date of enactment of
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this act, or within six months after such
date, by the operation of any law or rule
of law (other than chapter T4 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1854, relating to
closing agreements and compromises, and
the corresponding provisions of prior law),
refund or credit of such overpayment may,
nevertheless, he made or allowed if claim
therefor is filed within six months after such
date. No interest shall be pald or allowed
on any overpayment resulting from the ap-
plication of the preceding sentence.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp at this point as a part of
my remarks a statement I have prepared
upon this amendment. I hope the chair-
man of the committee will agree to the
amendment.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorb, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR ANDERSON

Bection 6 of the pending bill was added
at my request to afford relief to certain
employees Who incurred moving expenses to
engage in research, development, and produc-
tion tasks for a nonprofit corporation work-
ing under contract with the Atomic Energy
Commission. The Atomic Energy Commis-
sion under the contract reimburses such
nonprofit corporation for all costs and ex-
penses of its operation. Section 5, as re-
ported by our comimittee, does mot require
the reimbursement of moving expenses to
the employees of such nonprofit corpora-
tions to be included in the income of such
employees, unless the particular employee
was advised by an authorized official of the
nonprofit corporation that the amount of
such reimbursement should be included in
his gross income. This matter was taken
care of by the Senate in an amendment to
the Technical Amendments Act of 1958, but
because of questions by the Treasury De-
partment, it was deleted in conference.

The Treasury Department having now ex-
pressed no objection, the Senate Finance
Committee, in section 5, has adopted the
same amendment, However, I have recently
learned that some of the employees to be
benefited by the section cannot now avail
themselves of its provisions because of the
possible expiration of the 3-year perlod of
limitations on the allowance of claims for
refunds. They were not confronted with
this bar when the Senate adopted the
amendment in 1958.

To remove this restriction in such a sit-
uation, the amendment which I now offer
permits such employees whose claims are
now barred by the running of the statute of
limitations to secure a refund of their reim-
bursed expenses If claim for refund is filed
within 6 months after date of enactment of
the act. In the case of such barred claims,
no interest is payable on the amount to be
refunded under my amendment.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
as chairman of the committee, I accept
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from New
Mexico.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I offer two
amendments, which I send to the desk
and ask to have stated. They are desig-
nated '5-27-60—A” and “5-27-60—B.” I
ask unanimous consent that the amend-
ments be considered en bloc.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments offered by the Senator from
Tennessee will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of
the bill, it is proposed to add a new sec-
tion, as follows:

Sec. 6. Information with respect to certain
forelgn corporations.

(a) REQUIREMENT.—Subpart A of part IIT
of subchapter A of chapter 61 (relating to in-
formation concerning persons subject to spe-
cial provisions) is amended by redesignating
section 6038 as 6089, and by inserting after
section 6037 the following new section:

“SEec, 6038. Information with respect to cer-
taln forelgn corporations.

“(a) REQUIREMENT.—

“{1) In GENERAL—If a domestic corpora-
tion controls any foreign corporation, it shall
furnish such information with respect to
such foreign corporation, and with respect
to any forelgn subsidiary of such foreign cor-
poration, as the Secretary or his delegate pre-
scribe by forms or regulations as necessary
to carry out the provisions of the income
tax laws.

“{2) LimartaTioNs, ETC.—The information
required by paragraph (1) shall be fur-
nished—

“(A) in the case of the foreign corpora-
tion, for its taxable year ending with or with-
in the domestic corporation’s taxable year,
and

“{B) in the case of any foreign subsidiary
of such foreign corporation, for such sub-
sidiary's taxable year ending with or within
such foreign corporation's taxable year.

The information required by this subsection
shall be furnished at such time and in such
manner as the Secretary or his delegate shall
by regulations prescribe; but no information
shall be required to be furnished under this
subsection with respect to any corporation
for any taxable year unless such information
is of a character which was required to be
furnished under the forms or regulations in
effect on the first day of such taxable year.

“{b) EFFECT OF FAILURE To FURNISH INFOR-
mMATION —If, before the expiration of the time
prescribed for furnishing the information re-
quired by subsection (a), the domestic
corporation does not satisfy the regquire-
ments of subsection (a) with respect to the
foreign corporation and each subsidiary de-
scribed in subsection (a), then no credit
shall be allowable under section 902 (relating
to foreign tax credit for corporate stock-
holder in foreign corporation) to any person
in respect of taxes paid (or deemed paid)
by the foreign corporation or by any sub-
sidlary referred to in subsection (a) for its
taxable year described in subsection (a)(2).

**(e) ContrOL, ETCc.~For purposes of this
section—

“(1) A domestic corporation shall be
deemed to be in control of a foreign cor-
poration if it owns more than 50 percent of
the voting stock of such foreign corporation.

“{2) A corporation shall be treated as a
subsidiary of a foreign corporation if the
later corporation owns more than 50 percent
of the voting stock of such corporation.”

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—

(1) The table of sections for such subpart
is amended by striking out the last line and
inserting in lleu thereof the following:

“Sec. 6038. Information with respect to cer-
tain foreign corporations.

“Sec. 6039. Cross references.”

(2) Section 902 is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new sub-
section:

“(d) Cross REFERENCE.—

“For denial of credit with respect to divi-
dends paid out of accumulated profits for
years for which certain information was not
furnished, see section 6038(b).”
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At the appropriate place in the bill, it
is proposed to add the following new
sections:

Sec. 6. Section 8046 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 is amended to read as
follows:

“Sgc, 6046. Returns as to creation or organ-
ization, or reorganization, of
foreign corporations.

“(a) GENERAL RULE—On or before the
90th day after the creation or organization,
or reorganization, of any foreign corpora-
tion—

“(1) Each United States citizen or resi-
dent who was an officer or director of the
corporation at any time within 60 days after
the creation or organizatlon, or reorganiza-
tion thereof, and

“(2) Each United States shareholder of
the corporation by or for whom, at any time
within 60 days after the creation or organiza-
tion or reorganization of the corporation,
‘5 percent or more in value of the stock of
the corporation then outstanding was owned
directly or indirectly (including, in the case
of an individual, stock owned by members
of his family),
ghall make a return in compliance with the
provisions of subsection (b).

“(b) Form aND CONTENTS OF RETURNS.—
The returns required by subsection (a) shall
be in such form and shall set forth, in respect
of the foreign corporation, such information
as the Secretary or his delegate preseribes
by forms or T as necessary for
carrying out the provisions of the income
tax laws.

“(c) Meawine o TerMs—For the purpose
of this section—

“(1) UNITED STATES SHAREHOLDER—The
term ‘United States shareholder’ includes
a citizen or resident of the United States, a
domestic corporation, a domestic partner-
ship or an estate or trust (other than an
estate or trust the gross income of which
under subtitle A includes only income from
sources within the United States).

"(2) MEMBERS OF FAMILY —The family of
an individual shall be considered as including
only his brothers and sisters (whether by
the whole or half blood), spouse, ancestors,
and lineal descendants.”

Sec. 7. The amendment made by section
6 shall apply only with respect to foreign
corporations created or organized, or reor-
ganized, after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS DEALING WITH
REPORTS

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, some of
the most flagrant abuses being practiced
today center around the creation, col-
lapsing of corporations, transfer of
funds, and other manipulations of for-
eign subsidiaries of domestic corpora-
tions.

Through the use of third country tax
havens and other devices, the payment of
dividends to the parent company in the
United States may be delayed for many
years, ordinary income may be con-
verted into capital, and funds may be
moved about much as the carnival pres-
tidigitator plays the shell game. The
Treasury and the Internal Revenue
Service never know under which shell, if
any, certain transactions may be found.

In order for the Treasury even to know
what is going on—and this does not nee-
essarily mean anything can be done to
stop these manipulations as they occur—
an improvement in reporting is vital.

I am offering two amendments to ac-
complish changes in this area. The first
amendment adds a new section 6038 in
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chapter 61 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954. The new section provides that
a domestic corporation which controls a
foreign corporation must furnish with
respeet to that corporation and any con-
trolled foreign subsidiary of that corpo-
ration such information as the Secretary
of the Treasury prescribes by forms or
regulation as necessary to carry out the
provisions of the income tax laws. If
the domestic corporation fails to furnish
the required information for any year,
then no foreign tax credit is allowed
under section 902 in respect of dividends
distributed by the foreign corporation
out of profits accumulated during that
year. The section applies only where
the domestic corporation has more than
a 50-percent stock interest in the for-
eign corporation. Similarly, informa-
tion is required with respect to a foreign
subsidiary of that foreign corporation
only if the latter has in turn more than
a 50-percent stock interest in its sub-
sidiary.

Under present law, information is
available with respect to foreign sub-
sidiaries only for a year in which the
domestic parent receives a dividend and
it is limited to proof of the ecredit
claimed. If the subsidiary does not dis-
tribute a dividend, no information is re-
quired. By contrast, the new section
6038 would disallow the foreign tax
credit attributable to the profits accu-
mulated during any year for which in-
formation was not furnished. Thus, as
a practical matter, the domestic cor-
poration must file an information return
annually in order to preserve its indirect
credit under section 902.

My second amendment deals with the
returns required from persons perform-
ing services in connection with the crea-
tion of foreign corporations. The pres-
ent provision requires that every attor-
ney, accountant, fiduciary, and so forth,
or other person who advises as to the
creation of a foreign corporation file a
return as provided by the regulations
within 30 days after organization of the
corporation. While each person must
return all the information within his
knowledge or control, the regulations
provide that an attorney need not fur-
nish any information which he has ob-
tained by virtue of the attorney-client
relationship. For this reason, the exist-
ing section 6046 has had little if any
practical effect. Attorneys contend that
the information required is the subject of
privileged communication with their
clients and those not entitled to claim
the privilege contend that they have
merely given general advice or per-
formed clerical services and therefore
possess no substantive information.

In order to obtain more comprehensive
information concerning a greater num-
ber of foreign corporate organizations
than is available under the present sec-
tion 6046, the section is amended to re-
quire returns relating to the organization
of foreign corporations to be made by
every citizen or resident of the United
States who was an officer or director of
the corperation within 60 days after its
creation and by every U.S. shareholder
of the corporation owning at least 5 per-
cent of its outstanding stock within 60
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days following the organization. This
amendment eliminates from the section
the problem resulting from privileged
communications and places the responsi-
bility for returns with those persons who
are most likely to have within their pos-
session the information desired.

I am convinced, Mr. President, that
officials in the Treasury Department and
in the Internal Revenue Service are mak-
ing every effort to carry out their jobs
and to enforce the law. In the case of
foreign subsidiaries, however, the In-
ternal Revenue Service does not have
the tools which it needs in order to en-
force our basic tax laws, inadequate as
these laws are with respect to income
earned abroad by subsidiaries of domes-
tic corporations. The present system of
reporting and filing information returns
acts as a blindfold insofar as the Treas-
ury is concerned and as a curtain behind
which vast sums of money can be ma-
nipulated with no controls whatsoever.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments offered by
the Senator from Tennessee will be con-
sidered en bloc.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I have conferred with representatives of
the Treasury Department. The amend-
ments are excellent amendments. The
Treasury not only approves of them, but
it advocates the amendments. There-
fore, as chairman of the committee, I ac-
cept the amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments offered by the Senator from Ten-
nessee,

The amendmenis were agreed to.

COMMUNITY ANTENNA TELEVISION
SYSTEMS

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, about 10
days ago the Senate, by a margin of one
vote, recommitted to the Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee for fur-
ther study 8. 26563, a bill to bring CATV's
under Federal regulation. It is my fer-
vent hope, Mr. President, that the com-
mittee will launch that study without de-
lay so that appropriate legislation will
again be recommended to the Senate at
the earliest possible moment. In my
judgment such a course is essential if we
are to avoid the destruction of local free
television service in many areas of the
country.

The 2 days of debate we had on S.
2653 were most instructive. A careful
study of the debate demonstrates that
most of the Senators who participated in
it were cognizant of the basic problem
present when unregulated CATV's are
free to appropriate the television pro-
grams of distant station and sell them
to persons who are so located that they
can be served by cable and who are able
to afford the unregulated installation
and service charges imposed by CATV
operators.

The decisive factor in the opposition of
many to the bill as drawn seems to have
been that general regulation of CATV's
would impose a tremendous burden upon
numerous little CATV systems which are
not operating in areas where local free
television is adversely affected. The
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committee will no doubt wish to give
serious consideration to amendments de-
signed to eliminate any of the alleged
burdens which are not essential to the
regulating scheme. In this connection,
I hope that the various sections of the
CATV industry will be responsible rep-
resented and that the committee will not
be asked to accept proposed amend-
ments only to find the industry re-
pudiating its spokesmen. I do not be-
lieve that the CATV industry should
trifle with the Senate or with any com-
mittee of the Senate.

When it again considers this matter,
the committee would also be well advised
to take a searching look at the CATV
industry—its economics, its methods of
operation and its ownership. Such a
study would reveal, perhaps, that some
tears have been unnecessarily shed for
the little businessmen of the CATV
industry.

Reliable and complete statistics as to
CATV’'s are not presently available, and
the committee would perform a public
service by requesting full information
from the industry as to its investments
in plants, installation charges, rates, and
practices. We do know that individual
systems have been sold for as much as
$1 million. It is said that a CATV sys-
tem is generally estimated to be worth
from $100 to $300 per subscriber. Thus
a system with as few as a hundred sub-
seribers would be worth from $10,000 to
$30,000. We do know that in many in-
stances the public is confronted with a
choice of paying any charges the CATV
system cares to impose or being deprived
of television.

We also know from published data and
testimony already adduced that some
companies operate numerous CATV sys-
tems. I am informed, for example, that
Jerrold Electronics Corp. has been or is
the owner of controlling interest in the
following cable companies: Consolidated
Television Cable Corp.; Richland Tele-
vision Corp.; Blue Mountain Television
Cable Corp.; Bannock TV, Inc.; Spanish
Mountain Television Corp.; Dubuque-
Jerrold Television Cable Corp.; Flagstaff
Television & Cable Co.; South Jersey
Television Cable Co.; Muscle Shoals TV
Cable Corp. In addition I understand
that Jerrold Electronics Corp. or its sub-
sidiaries, officers, or agents hold or have
stock interest in other community an-
tenna companies, as follows:

Ellensburg-Jerrold TV Cable Corp.,
Ellensburg, Wash., 31 percent.

Montpelier Community TV, Inc., Mont-
pelier, Vt., 27 percent.

Paper City TV Cable Corp., Berlin,
N.H.,, 47 percent.

Tupelo Community Antenna, Inc,, Tu-
pelo, Miss., 42 percent.

Uvalde TV Cable Corp., Uvalde, Tex.,
31 percent.

Maine TV, Biddeford, Maine, 25 per-
cent.

Tele-ception of Winchester, Ine., Win-
chester, Ky., T percent.

Williamsport TV Cable Corp., Wil-
liamsport, Pa., 16 percent.

Clarksburg TV Cable Co., Clarksburg,
W. Va., 15 percent.

Fairmont TV Cable Co., Fairmont, W.
Va., 10 percent.
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Bluefield TV Cable Corp., Bluefield, W.
Va., 10 percent.

Municipal TV Corp., Bloomsburg, Pa.,
5 percent.

Key West Cable Vision, Inc., Key West,
Fla., 20 percent.

Green Mountain TV Corp., Burlington,
Vt., 100 percent.

Jerrold Electronics Corp. also is said
to own and control Inland Microwave,
Inc., which in turn owns and controls
Valley Microwave Corp. These corpora-
tions are engaged in the business of
supplying or transmitting television
signals to community antenna operators
in the States of Washington, Oregon,
Jowa, Alabama, and New Jersey. Jer-
rold Electronics Corp. supplies equip-
ment necessary to the operation of com-
munity antenna systems in approxi-
mately 85 percent of all community an-
tenna systems operating in the United
States.

Mr., President, there is one thing I
wish to make perfectly clear before pro-
ceeding further. I am not opposed to
cable television, The CATV operators
perform a valuable service. There are
many people who would be without tele-

vision if it were not for the CATYV in- -

dustry. The CATV operators have ex-
ercised a great deal of initiative and
courage; and they have, in the good old-
fashioned American way, risked their
capital and built a thriving industry. I
commend them for this and assure the
industry that no one wishes it ill will or
harm. There is, however, an overwhelm-
ing competing interest—the public in-
terest—and I submit that the public in-
terest cannot be protected with most of
the television industry subject to regula-
tion while another portion of the indus-
try—the CATV systems—is free to oper-
ate without being subjected to the rules
of the game.

Mr. President, I took occasion last year
to express to the Senate my fear that if
the mild legislation represented by S.
2653 were not quickly enacted, common
carrier regulation might well become
necessary. I reiterated this thought in
the recent debate on S. 2653. Television
has become an integral and vital part of
our American way of life. As a nation-
wide method of communications employ-
ing scarce frequencies, television is
necessarily the subject of Federal regula-
tion. From the outset of television
broadcasting this regulatory authority
has embraced the local television outlets.
Cable systems have become a major form
of television distribution in a few short
years. I think the committee should
now consider whether, since this form
of distribution is inherently monopolistic
and in many instances the CATV has the
power to exact unjust charges for trans-
mission of programs from which it has no
right to profit, it would not be appro-
priate to impose Federal common carrier
regulation on the industry.

I am deeply conscious of the sincere
and vigorously held views of many that
Federal regulation should be held to the
minimum and that regulation of local
rates should be left to the States when-
ever feasible. I respect that view, and
would not wish to prejudge the commit-
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tee’s determination as to the proper
limits of Federal control. It is clear that
preservation of our nationwide television
system requires as a minimum that the
Federal Communications Commission
have the authority and responsibility to
control program duplication and other
CATYV practices which unfairly threaten
the very existence of free local television.
Whether rate regulation should be
handled by the Federal Government, the
States, or both is a matter which requires
intensive further study.

Important as I believe the proposed
further study by the committee to be, I
would not want it to discourage appro-
priate regulatory action by the States.
The legislatures of the several States
should feel entirely free to enact such
local common carrier regulations with
respect to CATV’s as may be necessary
or desirable to protect the public against
monopolistic practices or abuses.

SUGAR LEGISLATION

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, with ad-
journment set for only a little more than
a month away, I am very much con-
cerned about the fact that no action has
been taken on legislation to extend the
life of the Sugar Act for another 4 years.
The act expires December 31, 1960.

This body has been awaiting action
by the other body on this important
measure. But as of today, there has
been no announcement by the House
Agriculture Committee that hearings
have been scheduled. It is my feeling
that if the House committee is not going
to move, the Senate committee should
do so. I understand that the Senate
committee shares my anxiety in this
matter, realizing that immediate action
is essential to permit sound planning on
the part of farmers and processors and
a stable sugar market.

I am a cosponsor of S. 3361, which
would not only extend the Sugar Act for
4 years, but would give domestic sugar
beet producers a larger share of the do-
mestic market without granting “un-
warranted and unnecessary additional
authority” to the President.

In proposing the enactment of S. 3361,
I shall show that it is in close accord with
the fundamental philosophy of our sugar
legislation. It is not a new bolt out of
the blue. It is not something alien to de-
velopment of sugar legislation over the
past quarter of a century. It is not a
spur of the moment proposal designed
to punish one country nor any people.
It is instead, realistic recognition that
circumstances do change with time, in
sugar as well as for other commodities.
Legislation on such a matter as sugar
quotas can remain viable only if it ad-
justs, or is adjusted from time to time to
changing fundamental trends and cir-
cumstances.

By common appraisal, our sugar legis-
lation has been successful. It has been
what we call good legislation. It has
accomplished its purpose without undue
notice, without arousing any consider-
able hostility. It has been able to do
this because the Sugar Act itself has un-
dergone modification with time and
changing circumstances.
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A primary purpose of the Sugar Act
is to assure dependable supplies of this
vital product, at reasonable prices, for
American consumers. There are many
instances in history that demonstrate
the necessity of this product to the gen-
eral well-being of mankind. In my own
State of Utah has been written one of
the most colorful chapters in the dra-
matic saga of sugar. This chapter was
written more than 100 years ago.

Students of the West will recall that
in the early 1850’s a courageous group
of Mormons under the leadership of
Brigham Young were establishing a new
life in the broad valleys of Utah. Sepa-
rated from the rest of America by vast
distances, these pioneers were by neces-
sity obliged to make themselves self-
sufficient to the fullest degree that
human effort, guided by divine inspira-
tion, could achieve. Certain scarce items
necessary for sustaining life, which were
not or could not be produced in those
western valleys, had to be hauled across
the plains at great effort and often at
great cost. The energy food, sugar, for
example, cost $1 a pound in Utah
in those early days. Yet sugar then, as
now, was in great demand as a necessary
food.

And so it was indeed with much more
than academic inferest that the Mormon
leaders in Utah read the reports from
their European missionaries about the
thriving beet sugar industry on the con-
tinent of Europe. The Europeans had
discovered years before that the sugar
beet not only was a great source of sugar,
but also that its cultivation had a salu-
tary effect on the improvement of the
general agriculture wherever it was
grown. Those reports inspired the Utah
leaders to direct one of their members,
John Taylor, who was in England at the
time, to go to France and study the beet
sugar industry there and to purchase
machinery for the processing of sugar
beets in Utah.

The machinery was carried by ship
from France across the waters to New
Orleans. There is was loaded on to
barges and carried up the Mississippi to
St. Louis and thence up the Missouri to
Fort Leavenworth, Kans. Again the tons
and tons of equipment were transferred
to another means of conveyance—cov-
ered wagons. Drawn by 52 teams of
oxen, those wagons then began the long
trek through the wilderness to Utah.

The hardships and the labors and the
frustrations endured by that heavily
laden caravan struggling across the
plains and through the mountains would
make a story alone. And so would the
painstaking efforts of putting the foreign
machinery together and attempting to
make it function. A monument to this
heroic effort today stands in the heart
of a community on the southern edge of
Salt Lake City known as “Sugar House.”

The lack of certain essential pieces of
equipment and the lack of technical
knowledge about the intricacies of ex-
tracting and ecrystallizing the sugar
found in sugar beets prevented the suc-
cess of this first valiant effort to estab-
lish the beet sugar industry in Utah.
Undaunted, though, those sturdy pio-
neers persisted—and in 1891 the first
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successful beet sugar factory in the State
was established at Lehi. This was the
first such factory in the United States
to be built entirely of American equip-
ment constructed by American workmen.
Continuously since then, the beet sugar
industry has filled an important place in
the agricultural and industrial life of
Utah.

The industry in Utah and throughout
the West has, of course, made great
strides since those early pioneering days.
Beet sugar is the predominant sugar
throughout the West. The production
from nearly 37,000 acres in Utah this
year will be processed into a quantity of
unexcelled sugar that will supply the
needs of nearly one and three-quarters
million Americans for a full calendar
year. In addition, in the salubrious cli-
mate of the southern part of Utah, farm-
ers will produce a million pounds of a
remarkable sugar beet seed—nearly 10
percent of all the sugar beet seed used
by growers in 22 States.

The U.S. beet sugar industry has
shown its resiliency to adapt itself to
changing conditions. The Sugar Act,
which regulates the marketing and pro-
duction of sugar in the United States,
has met the stringent tests of time—for
more than a quarter century—because,
as I pointed out earlier, it also has been
adapted by the Congress to fit the
changing needs of changing conditions.
This we must remember as we consider
the sugar legislation which must he con-
sidered by the Senate in the remaining
days of this session.

A review of our Nation’'s sugar legisla-
tion shows that although sugar tariffs
had been in existence almost every year
since the beginning of our Republic, the
first genuinely comprehensive sugar law
enacted by Congress was the Jones-
Costigan Act of 1934. That act pro-
vided for a processing tax on sugar and
empowered the Secretary of Agriculture
to estimate consumption needs for each
calendar year and to allocate marketing
quotas accordingly, to the various pro-
ducing areas, both foreign and domestic.

You will recall that benefit payments
and the taxes on sugar under this act
were declared unconstitutional in 1936;
the quota provisions nevertheless had
proven so basically sound that they were
continued in effect by the Secretary of
Agriculture and extended by a joint res-
olution of Congress.

Next came the Sugar Act of 1937,
which continued the power of the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to fix quotas with
55.59 percent of the total—but not less
than 3,715,000 short tons—allocated to
domestic areas and 44.41 percent to for-
eign areas. Of the domestic total, beet
sugar received a 41.72-percent share and
mainland cane sugar 11.31 percent. Of
the foreign total, Cuba received a 64.41-
percent share.

Then came a period of wartime scar-
city during much of which time, though
the act was extended, quotas were sus-
pended. They were again made effective
for the year 1948 by the Sugar Act of
1948. The new act differed from the
previous 1937 act, as amended, by estab-
lishment of fixed tonnages instead of
percentage quotas for domestic areas.
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The Philippine quota also was fixed for
certain years. Standards were revised
for setting annual consumption esti-
mates. The quotas for other foreign
countries were determined by prorating
the consumption estimate, minus the
specific quotas mentioned, in the propor-
tion of 98.64 percent for Cuba and 1.36
percent to full duty countries. Thus we
accorded to Cuba the prize of supplying
nearly all of the potential growth in
sugar consumption here. This was done
deliberately as a means of assisting Cuba
in making a gradual rather than sudden
reduction, during the immediate postwar
years, from her wartime levels of sugar
production to the market needs of peace-
time.

By 1956, in extending and amending
the Sugar Act of 1948, we found it equi-
table to restore the historic right of do-
mestic areas to share in supplying in-
creased consumption of sugar in the
United States. In general, 55 percent of
any excess in the estimate of consump-
tion over the approximate consumption
figure of early 1956 has been allotted to
the domestic areas; 45 percent to Cuba
and the full-duty countries. Though
this represented some change in Cuba’'s
temporary postwar position in our mar-
ket, she has, since 1957, retained roughly
30-percent participation in our sugar
consumption growth.

So much for what, in brief, has been
our history of sugar legislation. What of
the future? What adjustments and
changes are called for to meet existing
and near-term conditions? We are now
squarely up against the problem of what
to do about our sugar quotas. We must
make adjustments of a modernizing sort.
It is clearer now than it was in 1956 that
we need more sugar to supply our in-
creasing population. It is more clearly
evident now than it was then that our
mainland farmers are prepared to supply
more sugar, both beet and cane sugar.
They not only have the production facil-
ities available for additional production;
they are requesting, as a matter of equity,
but not greedy increase in basic quotas
allocated to them.

S. 3361 would amend 202(a) (1) of the
1948 act, to increase the annual basic
beet sugar quota from 1,800,000 tons to
1,950,000 tons and the mainland cane
sugar quota from 500,000 tons to 550,000
tons. These proposed increases for beet
and mainland cane sugar should be re-
garded as minimums. Actually, in very
recent years, largely because of popula-
tion increase, our needs have expanded
by about 150,000 tons per year. For 1960
we have allotted for planting 75,000 more
acres in sugar beets than in 1959. So,
it may well be that the basic quota in-
creases proposed in S. 3361 are not only
a minimum but actually too low. In con-
siderable part they are only to compen-
sate domestic producers for giving up
their rights to possible future Puerto
Rican deficits. During the past 3 years
the mainland cane quota has on the
average received 40,000 tons and the beet
quota has received 130,000 tons through
reallocations from Puerto Rico.

Section 2(a) of S. 3361 sets up, step
by step, the order of priorities for areas
and countries in filling any deficits,
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should any area or country be unable
to markef the quota or proration set for
it. These provisions are necessary as
administrative guidelines, but I assume
we need not take them up one by one
here today. There are some other minor
points which I have passed over. Two
major points remain.

Most of us now recognize, reluctantly,
that there is currently widespread insta-
bility in our near neighbor and long-
time major supplier of cane sugar—
Cuba. This seriously jeopardizes ahout
one-third of our annual requirements.
That is a very big and vitally necessary
share of the total. I shall not today dis-
cuss this problem in detail. It is enough,
perhaps, to say that the act, as we ex-
tend and amend it, must provide the
power to act swiftly if sudden and un-
expected events imperil the assurance
of supplies for our consumers.

We recognize that the President has
the constitutional responsibility of con-
ducting our foreign relations. The ad-
ministration requested, and some of the
bills which have been introduced provide,
power for the President to cut a foreign
sugar quota at any time in the national
interest or to assure supplies for Ameri-
can consumers.

Although we recognize that point of
view as having merit, some of us, for
good constitutional and legislative rea-
sons, hold that if Congress is in session,
the President should submit his findings
and recommendations to Congress for
appropriate action. Hence, by section
3 of S. 3361, section 408 of the act would
be amended; a new subsection (b) would
provide that quotas for any calendar
year, for any foreign country—other
than the Republic of the Philippines—
may be reduced upon a finding by the
President that such action is necessary
in the national interest, or to insure
adequate supplies of sugar. If Congress
is not in session, the publication of the
President’s proclamation in the Federal
Register would be required. If Congress
is in session, Congress is to be notified
of the findings and President’s recom-
mendations for implementing such find-
ings, together with a request for ap-
propriate action. These alternative
procedures would appear to take care
of possible contingencies adeaquately.

The bill provides that under either
alternative, the Secretary of Agriculture
would be authorized to obtain replace-
ment sugar from other foreign sources,
if a reduction in any foreign quota
should be of such size that replacement
would be required.

S. 3361 also would extend the act, as
amended, for the usual extension period
of 4 years. This has distinct advantages
over an extension of only 1 year, as some
have proposed. If extended for only 1
year, the domestic industry, and foreign
producers would continue under great
uncertainties, whereas what is needed is
adjustment accompanied by a high de-
gree of certainty.

The sugar program has worked re-
markably well over the years. It has
been modernized from time to time. It
has brought a degree of healthy stability
to a great industry that had been pre-
viously plagued by more than its share
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of business uncertainties, because of al-
ternating periods of overabundance and
scarcity in world supply. The dependa~
bility of supplies and the diminishing of
wide and sudden fluctuations in prices
achieved under the program have like-
wise been of tremendous benefit to the
American sugar consumer.

We are faced now with the necessity of
again extending and modernizing the
law. S.3361 is designed to provide a
program of adjustment to existing reali-
ties. I am confident that this proposal
will permit the domestic sugar industry
to continue its steady march forward
and that the amended law will continue
to provide the American sugar consunier
the dependable supplies and reasonable
prices he has come rightly to expect and
has fully enjoyed under the U.S. sugar
program. And yet by enacting S.
3361 we will not be closing our eyes to the
volatile situation in the Caribbean; we
will, instead, be providing our Govern-
ment with the flexibility it urgently needs
to deal with unpredictable and poten-
tially dangerous possibilities.

CONSERVATION OF UTAH'S WATER
RESOURCES

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, in address-
ing the Senate on previous occasions, I
have emphasized the very great popula-
tion inecrease that is taking place in my
State of Utah, and the consequent in-
creased use of Utah resources. Reliable
estimates forecast that there will be at
least a 50-percent increase in Utah’s pop-
ulation by 1980, and that by the year 2000
we should expect a good deal more than
twice as many people as we now have in
the State.

This growth is a source of satisfaction
and pride to us. We feel that it meas-
ures our well-being and prosperity. We
believe also that in a very real sense, it
is a measure of the contribution that we
make to the growth and prosperity of
the Nation and to sustaining the position
of the United States in foreign relations.

There is, of course, another aspect to
this growth, that is, the demands that it
makes on natural resources. Utah is
blessed with a great variety of natural
resources and they are the foundation of
our economic development. The use of
our soil, cur minerals, and our forests is
the economic base on which we have built
a sound structure of processing and man-
ufacturing industries. Utah’s natural
resource wealth is the key to the future
well-being of the enlarged population
that is forecast for our State.

One essential natural resource, how-
ever, is limited and its use must be guided
by the most careful conservation prin-
ciples. Water is the main focus of our
attention because it is so critical to com-
munity development as well as to eco-
nomic growth. In Utah, perhaps to a
greater degree than in almost any other
area of the continent, we concentrate
on conservative water management.

We are now at the threshold of major
advances in the conservation of Utah's
water resources. The Colorado River
storage project offers the opportunity to
aline water supplies with water require-
ments in the State’s growing population
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and economy. Mainstem dams and res-
ervoirs will make usable the great floods
that now waste away unused. Utah and
the other States of the upper basin have
a new horizon of development as a result
of water conservation by the storage
project reservoirs. At another time, I
hope to discuss more fully how the water
conservation that is accomplished by the
project reservoirs will provide a basis
for economic development of the region.

In another way, also, the Colorado
River storage project will make possible
important water conservation results.
By this I refer to the fact that project
power can be a means for increasing the
usefulness of Utah’'s limited water re-
sources. Electric power generated at the
large and efficient project plants as an in-
cident of their storage and river regula-
tion functions can replace other power
that involves wasteful dissipation of
water needed for consumptive uses.

In past years, before the present in-
tensive development of Utah, electric-
power requirements were supplied in
many localities by hydroelectric plants
located on streams flowing into the Great
Basin. At the time when these plants
were built, they represented an efficient
use of resources; and, even now, many of
them provide low-cost generation—that
is, they are low cost in monetary terms.
Regrettably, however, many of these
plants are generating electricity by pass-
ing water that would be far more valu-
able to the State and the Nation if it
were stored for higher uses. Much of
the water that is passed through the
turbines of these plants will be urgently
needed for human, agricultural, and in-
dustrial purposes; and it would be desir-
able to conserve it for those uses. With
the continuing and greatly accelerated
growth of the State, we must find the
means for accomplishing such conserva-
tion objectives.

It is my earnest hope—one shared by
many of my fellow citizens—that in time
the low-cost power generated by the
Colorado River storage project dams will
replace the power from these older plants
on the tributary streams. This would
make it possible to store the flows of the
tributary streams, so that they could be
utilized for beneficial consumptive re-
quirements.

Of course, there are many engineering
and economic details that will need to
be worked out in a program to conserve
water by replacing wasteful generation
on the tributaries of the Great Basin
with energy from the Colorado storage
project. Those who study these prob-
lems encourage me to believe that such
substitution may be practical, and that
it can result in substantial water saving
without adversely affecting the present
users of the small plants that would be
retired. In fact, I have heard an esti-
mate that the water savings that might
be made possible by this means may be
of the order of 1 million acre-feet.

Essential to this effort is the avail-
ability of Utah's full share of the project
pvower at the lowest cost that is con-
sistent with repayment of the Govern-
ment’s investment in the project, includ-
ing the participating irrigation projects
that, by the authorizing legislation, are
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an integral part of the project’s financial
structure. It is for this reason that very
close attention is now being given in
Utah to the arrangements for marketing
project power and the terms and con-
ditions of its delivery to preference users.

Over 200,000 people in Utah are now
served by the preference customers, in-
cluding 4 rural electrification coop-
eratives and 35 municipally owned and
operated systems. The present require-
ments of the preference customer group
amount to more than 100,000 kilowatts,
and it is forecast that by 1980 they will
amount to more than 280,000 kilowatts.

In a recent letter to the Secretary of
the Interior, I expressed the gratifica-
tion felt in my State over the Depart-
ment’s announcement of the power mar-
keting program and the proposal to take
the first steps toward construction of a
transmission system to bring the power
to load centers. This announcement is
in the form of a press release; and I ask
unanimous consent that the release be
printed in the Recorp immediately fol-
lowing my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr., MOSS. Mr. President, I also ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REecorp, immediately following my
remarks, my letter to Secretary Seaton.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, my letter
requests Secretary Seaton’s comments
on apparent discrepancies between the
Department’s announcement of the pro-
posed transmission system and the prin-
ciples that were announced earlier this
year by the Department. Those prin-
ciples seem to be designed to give proper
recognition to the power needs of pref-
erence customers and at the same time
to assure revenues adequate for project
payout, including the financial assistance
to participating irrigation projects. It
is deeply troubling to detect what seems
to be a departure from those objectives,
as revealed in the latest power marketing
proposal. Among other damaging ef-
fects, this divergence from the principles
might defeat the program to conserve
water that I discussed in the earlier part
of this statement. Naturally, this is of
great concern in my State.

In order to provide full information on
the matter, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp as a final ex-
hibit, following this statement, the Jan-
uary 19, 1960, letter of the Bureau of
Reclamation announcing the principles
which would govern distribution of Colo-
rado River storage project power.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 3.)

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, in this
statement I have highlighted some of
the more urgent current problems of con-
cern to my State. I expect to follow up
in whatever way may be necessary to
effect an equitable solution that will con-
tribute to full and conservative use of
resources. This objective is absolutely
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essential to the present and future de-
velopment of Utah.

ExHIBIT 1

CoLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT POWER MAR-
KETING AREA AND CRITERIA ANNOUNCED

The marketing area within which the hy-
droelectric power to be generated at multi-
purpose dams of the Colorado River storage
project will be sold and utilized and the
criteria under which the power will be sold
were approved and announced today by
Becretary of the Interior Fred A, Seaton.

Secretary Seaton also approved use of the
transmission system shown on the attached
map as the basis for the establishment of
rate schedules for project power and as a
yardstick to evaluate proposals for wheeling
the power over existing or proposed exten-
sions of private utility lines.

Construction of transmission lines to the
south of Glen Canyon would be dependent
upon recelpt of specific assurances that
power sold there could be withdrawn under
the criteria to meet future power needs in
the uppeér or northern division.

The marketing area as established will be
divided into two divisions:

Northern division to consist of the States
of Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyo-
ming.

Southern division to consist of State of
Arizona, that part of the State of Nevada in
Clark, Lincoln, and Nye Counties, which
comprise the southern portion of the State,
and that part of the State of California east
of the 115th degree of longitude or generally
the area contiguous to the Colorado River.

The basic principles approved as broad
guidelines for the marketing of power within
the market area are:

1. Preference customer requirements will
be filled first and any power in excess of
those needs will be sold to nonpreference
customers by short-term contracts. Firm
power in this latter category will be first
offered to nonpreference customers in the
northern division.

2. Initially preference customer allotments
in the northern division, to the extent proj-
ect power is avallable, be sufficient to serve
their 19656 net requirements, as determined
by the Secretary of the Interior.

3. Project production through 1965 not
required by preference customers in the
northern division to be allotted to serve
preference customer loads in the southern
division.

4. At appropriate intervals, but not to ex-
ceed 2 years and beginning with July 1, 1963,
the Secretary reappraise the requirements for
firm power and energy of preference cus-
tomers in the northern division and, to the
extent power becomes available, make addi-
tional allotments to satisfy their require-
ments. Power for this purpose to be ob-
talned from the following sources in order
of priority:

(a) Bale of avallable unsold energy.

(b) Recapture after reasonable notice of
firm power and energy under contract to
nonpreference customers.

(c) Recapture after reasonable notice of
firm power and energy under contract to
preference customers in the southern di-
vision; provided, that recapture of firm power
and energy Initially sold to preference cus-
tomers in the southern division to cease
when remaining commitments of firm power
and energy to the southern division have
been reduced to amounts not exceeding ap-
proximately 7 percent of project capability
during the winter months and 20 percent
of project capabllity during the summer
months. Project capability is defined for
this purpose as the dependable capacity (re-
duced by ftransmission losses to delivery
points) of storage project powerplants as de-
termined from reservoir elevations. The
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winter maximum of approximately 7 percent
be adjusted downward and the summer max-
imum of approximately 20 percent to be ad-
justed upward as the difference between the
summer and winter peak loads of the north-
ern division may indicate.

Prior to initiation of construction of trans-
mission lines into the southern division, or
in the alternative, of arrangements for de-
livery of power to customers in that division
by other means, specific assurances shall be
obtained from prospective customers in the
southern division that the principle of recap-
ture set out above will be applicable to allot-
ments to, and contracts for, the sale of
power to such customers.

5. Project power is not to be sold to a
preference customer for sale or exchange to
& nonpreference customer for resale.

6. Dellvery of power will be made at the
voltage of the project transmission system,
ie., 230 and/or 138 kllovolts, 115 kilovolts,
except that deliveries of power may be made
at lower transmission voltages at those de-
livery points at the powerplants to custo-
mers already having a lower voltage level
established for their system at the point of
delivery.

7. Delivery of power to customers be made
at the identified delivery points, or at such
others as may be finally established by the
Secretary. All costs for delivery of power
beyond such delivery points to be borne by
the customers.

Secretary Seaton stressed that the market-
ing of power in the southern area under the
safeguard of withdrawal when needed to
meet growing loads in the northern area
will be of great economic advantage to the
project. The diversity in peak loads as be-
tween the southern area and the northern
area will enable the Government to market a
greater amount of Glen Canyon firm power
than would be possible if power were
marketed in the northern area only.

He also pointed out that further con-
sideration would be given to the transmis-
sion line requirements from Glen Canyon
to the Sigurd, Utah, area. Proposals have
been made by preference customer groups
to provide service to this area by construc-
tion of the additional necessary facilities.
Later conslderation will determine the prac-
ticability of such proposals. In the event
they prove impractical, the project system
would be modified to include service to that
area.

Determination of the firm power supply
will be based on the average (1906-59) gen-
eration augmented by purchase of off-peak
energy during years of less than average
flow,

Secretary Seaton acted on recommenda-
tions of Commissioner of Reclamation Floyd
E. Dominy. These were approved Tuesday,
May 17, by Acting Secretary Elmer F, Ben-
nett. Commissioner Dominy also pointed
out that a number of technical aspects of
operational advantage would accrue by rea-
son of the necessary interconnection be-
tween the Federal power producing plants
of the Colorado River storage project and
the Federal hydroelectric projects in the
lower Colorado River Basin.

Commissioner Dominy added that the Sec-
retary's approval cleared the way for the
Bureau of Reclamation to complete studies
necessary to determine power rates and also
its analysis of transmission line construc-
tion proposals by private utilities in the
area. He sald that applications to purchase
power would be invited from the preference
customers at a later date following determi-
nation of power rates.

Authorizing legislation for the Colorado
River storage project was passed by the
Congress and signed into law by President
Eisenhower in 1956. The storage project in-
cludes four major storage dams and reser-
voirs, of which three will have hydroelectric
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plants. They are: Glen Canyon Dam, on the
Colorado River in northern Arigona, started
in 1956, first power anticipated to be avail-
able in 1964, ultimate installed capacity,
900,000 kilowatts; Flaming Gorge, on the
Green River In northern , started in
1957, first power anticipated to be avallable
in 1063 ultimate installed capacity 108,000
kilowatts; Curecanti Unit, consisting of a
serles of dams on the Gunnison River in
Colorado, funds to initiate construction re-
quested in 1961 fiscal year budget, total in-
stalled capacity estimated at about 160,000
kilowatts.

A map showing the proposed transmission
system is attached.

ExHIBIT 2
May 31, 1960.
Hon. FRED A. SEATON,
Secretary of the Interior,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. SECRETARY: It was gratifying to
receilve notice of your determination of the
marketing area for Colorado River storage
project power. This action provides the basis
on which power users can proceed with plans
for securing the power supplies that are ur-
gently needed in Utah and the other States
in the basin.

Commendable also is the proposal to start
construction of the CRSP transmission sys-
tem. With the current progress on the re-
servoirs and powerplants, it is essentlal that
transmission system construction move
ahead promptly so that the power can be
marketed at the earliest practical moment.

Certaln aspects of the marketing arrange-
ments, however, are not clear to me and I
will appreciate your views on the following
matters.

In January, the Department announced
five principles governing plans for the CRSP
transmission system. These principles, as I
understand them, provide that the system
shall have sufficient capacity to deliver pro-
ject power to preference customers, that it
will provide for integration of the CRSP
powerplants with other Federal generation,
that charges for marketing will not adversely
affect project feasibility, payout, and assist-
ance to irrigation, and that delivery arrange-
ments shall be comparable with those on
other Federal systems.

A first question, therefore, is how the De-
partment reconciles those principles with the
fact that the proposed transmission system
does not include a direct connection north-
ward from the Glen Canyon powerplant to
serve the many preference customers in the
central portion of the State between the Glen
Canyon powerplant and Heber. This ques-
tion is all the more troubling in view of the
proposal of the Utah Power & Light Co. to
charge 1.556 mills per kilowatt-hour for wheel-
ing project power. That proposal, further-
more, is conditioned on delivery at 138,000
volts which, according to my information,
is less advantageous to preference customers
than the lower voltages provided under the
delivery arrangements in effect on other
Federal systems.

Other questions have to do with the rela-
tion to project finances. Testimony by rep-
resentatives of the preference users points
out that with CRSP power dellvered at 6 mills
per killowatt-hour, an all-Federal system
would produce over $1 billion assistance to
irrigation, but that this assistance would be
reduced by $637 million if charges mrust be
pald wheeling over non-Federal lines. Again
this raises the question of reconciling the
Department’s January principles with the
omission of lines through central and south-
ern Utah.

I will appreciate recelving your clarifica-
tlon and comments on these matters,

Sincerely yours,
Frank E. Moss,
U.S. Senator.
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ExHIBIT 3
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION,
REGIONAL OFFICE, REGION 4,
Salt Lake City, Utah, January 19, 1960.
Mr. K. M. NAUGHTON,
President and General Manager, Utalh Power
& Light Co., Salt Lake City, Utah.

DEar Mr. NavcHTON: Your letter of Sep-
tember 29 presented to us efficlently the pre-
liminary plan for transmission lines proposed
by the five named public utilities. You are
aware of the several meetings and discus-
sions that have been held among interested
parties subsequent to your letter of Septem-
ber 20 and your presentation of October 1. I
am sure that you are also aware of the studies
currently being made cooperatively among
the public service companies, the Bureau of
Reclamation, and the preference customer
groups. We feel the studies now underway
are particularly important and pertinent as
they are aimed at determining the appro-
priate transmission system which should be
constructed regardless of who might con-
struct any portion thereof.

We will continue to give the proposal of
the five utilities careful consideration. In
doing this we will conslder the proposal in
the light of our usual policy and practice as
well as the full context of the pertinent
statements contained in congressional com-
mittee reports, such as House Document No.
1087, 84th Congress. The latter contains the
following:

“Their [the wutilities] proposal provides
essentially that the Secretary construct the
backbone transmission lines connecting
major powerplants of the project and that
use be made of the existing systems of the
companies and additions thereto to market
the power.

“The proposal is consistent with the policy
expressed by the Congress for many years in
appropriation acts and elsewhere whereby
the Federal Government builds the basic
backbone transmission system and distribu-
tion is made through existing systems where
satisfactory arrangements can be worked out.

‘““Therefore, the committee expects the pro-
posal by the private power companies for
cooperation in the development to be care-
fully considered by the Department of the
Interior and the electric power and energy
of the project to be marketed, so far as pos-
sible, through the facilities of the electric
utilities operating in the area, provided, of
course, that the power preference laws are
complied with and project repayment and
consumer power rates are not adversely
affected.”

The observations of the committee parallel
the longstanding policy of the Department
which has been to construct the backbone
transmission lines while utilizing to the ex-
tent practicable the lines of others for mar-
keting. This approach has been followed
many times to the advantage of all con-
cerned.

While the present proposal would involve
the utilities in the construction of backbone
lines, and we perceive a number of technical
and economiec problems in this phase of the
proposal, we do not believe that this fact
alone should disqualify the plan from fur-
ther consideration in the light of the over-
riding legal and policy considerations here-
tofore noted. These considerations require
the evaluation of the proposal under the
following principles:

1. Lines must be of sufficient capacity to
assure delivery of available power.

2. There must be no interference with the
ability of the Bureau to serve preference
customers to the extent they would be served
by federally constructed lines.

3. Backbone lines must provide suitable
integration among Federal project power
facilities at the time required to meet proj-
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ect objectives, and project use must at all
times be the ov ation.

4. Charges made for delivery of power must
not adversely affect project feasibllity and
payout, and particularly must be such as
not to reduce quantity or timing of irriga-
tion assistance.

5. If utilities construct the backbone high-
voltage transmission lines, they must accept
also the responsibility of providing trans-
mission for delivery at lower voltages to load
centers of preference customers to the same
extent as would prevail under a federally
constructed system.

The first three of the foregoing stated
principles are basically technical in nature,
although there is a relationship between
principle 2 and prineciple 5. Principle 4 is
necessary to satisfy project feasibility in all
of its ramifications. Principle 5 has in it an
element of feasibility as well as assurance of
full compliance with preference customer
laws. We would be glad to discuss the full
application, meaning, and understanding of
these principles with representatives of the
utilities and the preference customers, States,
and others at an early opportunity, if you
believe such discussion to be desirable.

Sincerely yours,
E. O. LARSON,
Regional Director.

Mr. KUCHEL obtained the floor.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President——

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield to
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Prox-
MIRE], who wishes to speak briefly and
to request that certain matters be printed
in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Ithank the Senator
from California.

GENEVA TEST BAN CONFERENCE
MUST NOT BE VICTIM OF SUM-
MIT FAILURE

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, the
Geneva conference on suspending nu-
clear tests, one of the world’s great hopes
for peace, must not become a casualty of
the summit explosion.

Fortunately for the hopes of the world,
there are indications that the Geneva
negotiations are continuing to progress
in spite of the summit collapse. The
delegates from the United States, Great
Britain, and the U.S.S.R., reconvening
after a 2-week recess, avoided recrimina-
tions, bluster, and other possible echoes
from Paris, and got right back to work
at the hard task of assembling a work-
able inspection system which will provide
safeguards against concealed testing,

According to the New York Times, the
British delegate, Sir Michael Wright, de-
seribed the meeting, which was the 206th
session in the 19-month-long negotia-
tions, as “a businesslike meefing in a
noncontroversial atmosphere,” while
Semyon K. Tsarapkin, the Soviet negoti-
ator, termed the atmosphere of the meet-
ing “‘as usual.”

The main topic under discussion was
the recently announced $55 million U.S.
seismological research program involving
nuclear blasts to sharpen underground
detection apparatus, which has been
named “Project Vela.” Tsarapkin asked
for guarantees and safeguards that nu-
clear explosions set off under Project



11468

Vela would not serve in weapons develop-
ment. He also asked that effective con-
trols for a test ban be found, and called
on the United States to make proposals
in this direetion.

The New York Times noted:

The Soviet negotiator put the request In
such a way, however, that he seemed to be
asking for no more than the normal guar-
antees that both sides would expect of each
other to assure that all undertakings were
observed.

Coming on the heels of the bluster
and tough talk that has so alarmed the
peaceful peoples of the world, these signs
of reasonable discussion and negotia-
tion are profoundly welcome, Here in
Washington we have a responsibility to
assure our spokesmen, led by our highly
skilled prinecipal delegate, James J.
Wadsworth, that we support their ef-
forts to overcome the remaining ob-
stacles which stand in the way of an ef-
fective treaty.

The New York Times for May 28 re-
ports that President Eisenhower has al-
ready that nuclear explo-
sions connected with Project Vela “would
have nothing to do with weapons devel-
opment.” This assurance is clearly
fundamental to maintaining the step-
by-step progress that has been made at
the Geneva talks.

In this connection, I wish to emphasize
the portion of the President’s speech to
the Nation on May 25, in which he dis-
cussed our responsibility to pursue the
cause of peace. Here is what the Presi-
dent said:

Concerning the second part of our policy—
relations with the Soviets—we and all the
world realize, despite our recent disappoint-
ment, that progress toward the goal of mu-
tual understanding, easing the cause of ten-
slons, and reduction of armaments is as
Necessary as ever.

We shall continue these peaceful efforts,
including participation in the existing nego-
tiations with the Soviet Union. In these
mnegotiations we have made some progress.

We are prepared to preserve and build on it.

The allied Paris communique and my own
statement on returning to the United States
should have made this abundantly clear to
the Soviet Government.

We conduct these negotiations not on the
basis of surface harmony nor are we deterred
by bad deportment. We approached them as
a careful search for common interests be-
tween the Western allles and the Soviet
Unlon on specific problems.

I have in mind, particularly, the nuclear
test and disarmament negotiations. We
shall not back away, on account of recent
events, from the efforts or commitments
that we have undertaken.

Nor shall we relax our search for new
means of reducing the risk of war by mis-
calculation, and of achieving veriflable arms
control.

These are fine words, and I have every
hope that we shall continue to give them
their full meaning in the difficult weeks
ahead. We shall need every ounce of
patience and perseverence at our com-
mand if we are to succeed in the great
task of achieving a test ban, which is
the fundamental basis on which all
future efforts toward meaningful dis-
armament must rest.

Mr. President, the Wall Street Jour-
nal recently published a fine, well-
Informed article on the subject of seis-
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mological, or earthquake, research and
how it relates to the policing of a possible
nuclear-test ban. The reporter, Mr.
Jerry E. Bishop, has done a masterful
job in gathering information from Gov-
ernment and private earthquake experts,
in describing the erucial warning activi-
ties which earthquake report centers now
carry on, and in relating this to the re-
search that needs to be done under
Project Vela.

One dramatic example of earthquake
warning received publicity last week,
when scientists spotted tidal waves head-
ing for Hawaii as long as 6 hours before
they struck, as the distinguished Sen-
ator from Hawaii recently said. This
gave residents of lowland areas time to
flee to higher ground, thus saving count-
less thousands of lives, although many
lives were lost.

The latter part of Mr. Bishop's article
gives the most complete description of
Project Vela that I have seen. It also
records the views and opinions of key
scientists on the feasibility of achieving
a sufficiently policed test ban.

In order to bring this comprehensive,
well-written article to the attention of
the Senate, I ask that it be printed at
this point in the REcorb,

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal, May 26, 1960]
BOMBS AND QUAKES: EARTHQUAKE SCIENTISTS

PREPARE FOR NEW TASK: POLICING NUCLEAR

BaN—THEY STUDY DIFFERENCES IN SBHOCK

Waves, PLaN To Pur SEISMOGRAPH UNDER

OCEAN—RECORDING CHILE'S QUAKES

(By Jerry E. Bishop)

An obscure sector of science, seismology, is
suddenly being blasted into world attention.

In the next several hours, as it has been
doing for the past several days, it could play
a lifesaving role: Detecting within moments
the earthquakes that continue to rock
southern Chile, and flashing tidal wave
warnings to Hawallans, Japanese, and other
populations at the edge of the Pacific Ocean.

In the next several months, it will be con-
centrating on a very different life-and-death
matter: Seismic experiments which may be-
come the key to whether there will ever be
an international ban on testing man’s own
version of the earthquake, the nuclear bomb.

This week seismologists scattered in such
places as Huancayo, Peru; Sitka, Alaska; and
Pasadena, Calif,, were suddenly alerted by a
clanging bell attached to their seismographs.
The bell indicated that Chile, already suffer-
ing from three distinet quakes, had been
hit by a fourth which had sent shock waves
reverberating through the earth so power-
fully that thelr delicate scientific tools had
been knocked out of commission. Word was
flashed to the Pacific Earthquake Report
Center, run by the U.8. Coast and Geodetic
Survey, in Ewa, Hawail. A sea wave advi-
sory was almost immediately issued, telling
Hawallans to listen to their radios. Six hours
later the sea wave had definitely been spotted
by a network of tide stations—notably the
one in Valparaiso, Chile—and a warning was
broadcast for Hawallans to head for high
land. Six hours after that the tidal wave
smashed through Hilo and other areas, with
enormous property destruction.

LIVES SAVED

“If no one had paid attention to our warn-
ing, the death toll would have been tremen-
dous,” says Lt. G. E. Haraden, head of the
Honolulu Magnetic Observatory’s Sea Wave
‘Warning Service. As it was, nearly three
score who missed or ignored the warning are
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dead or missing. Some 200 were lost in
Japan and Okinawa, though messages of the
coming peril were dispatched there.

Today, and for the next several days, the
selsmologists will keep eyes glued to seismo-
graphs for signs of further disasters. Even
yesterday, 6 days after the first quake in
Chile, upheavals in the area were contin-
uing. Selsmographs in Washington, D.C.,
and near New York City, for instance, yes-
terday recorded further guakes in Chile.

This dramatic use of seismology, fortu-
nately, is rare. It does, however, illustrate
the workings of seismology and one of its
most important wuses. In the next few
months, Americans are destined to hear even
more about this obscure offshoot of geo-
physics, the study of the earth.

DETECTING NUCLEAR BLASTS

Because selsmologists are experts in de-
tecting and studying subterranean shock
waves they are being asked to put their
earthquake knowledge to work on the prob-
lem of detecting hidden, underground
nuclear explosions. These are the explo-
sions that might be used to cheat on an
International ban on testing of nuclear
weapons. Unless these underground explo-
sions can be detected, it would be almost
impossible to police such a ban.

Negotlations between the Russians, British

‘and Americans are now going on in Geneva

in an attempt to reach an agreement ban-
ning atom weapons tests, and to work out
a scheme for detection of violations.

While there are some reports these talks
are close to the same fate as the summit
meeting, U.S. atomic officlals are not so
pessimistic. “The Russlans seem to want a
test ban pretty badly and I don't think they
want to see the talks collapse,” says one
official.

President Eisenhower last night said, “We
shall continue these peaceful efforts.” In his
radio and TV report to the Nation on the
summit fallure bhe mentioned the nuclear
test negotiations, stating that “we will not
back away, on account of recent events,
from the efforts or commitments that we
have undertaken,” indicating the United
Btates is still sticking to its proposal for a
ban on large atomic weapons blasts.

Enowing the increasing importance of
atomic blast detection, whether or not there
is an agreement with the Reds, the United
States is launching a hurried-up seismologi-
cal research program into both atomic explo-
slons and earthquakes In an effort to im-
prove the detection of underground nuclear
blasts. Ifs aim will be to check new theories
on how to distinguish from afar between
quakes and explosions. This inability to tell
the two apart is now the main ohstacle in
the way of finding a foolproof method of
spotting underground nuclear blasts.

PROJECT VELA

Detalls of this research program, going
under the code name of Project Vela, have
not been disclosed. But the program is be-
lieved to be stacking up like this:

Late this fall, the United States expects to
begin setting off a serles of at least six un-
derground nuclear explosions, several of
them in Nevada. They’ll range from a blast
equal to about 20,000 tons of TNT, the power
of the Hiroshima bomb, down to one equal
to 250 tons of TNT, the power of some mod-
ern nuclear rocket warheads.

Seismologists based as far as several thou-
sand miles away will be measuring shock
waves sent reverberating through the earth
by the blasts. Already a big experimental
station for detecting underground blasts is
being built at Fort Sill, Okla.

There and elsewhere, the basle instrument
still will be the seismograph, the same de-
vice used to measure and locate earthquakes.
The ardent hope will be to single out peculi-
arities in the shock waves that will identify
the source beyond all doubt as an explosion,
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not a quake. And improvements in detection
methods and equipment are breeding some
cautious optimism, despite heavy stress given
detection difficulties in recent congressional
hearings.

“We have some pretty good ideas that sev-
eral new methods would help in detection,”
says Dr. Jack Oliver, selsmologist at Colum-
bla University’s Lamont Geological Observa-
tory, “but we haven't had a chance to test
them out with explosions.”

SEISMOGRAPHS GO UNDERGROUND

To get around the problem raised by
selsmic background noise from storms and
ocean waves, detection experts have designed
slim seismographs that can be dropped down
into deep, abandoned oil wells, thousands of
feet below ground level. With their instru-
ments thus unconfused, seismologists hope
to pick out the characteristic but differing
patterns made by the first shock waves from
explosions and quakes. Experiments with
dynamite and underground nuclear explo-
sions have shown that these differences
exist. But the evidence of the differences is
s0 unclear that sclentists feel they must
probe further to find a reliable procedure for
distinguishing earthquakes from explosions.
With the seismographs above ground, for

example, at least one of the distinctions in °

these patterns is ordinarily drowned out by
background noise.

At Columbia’s Lamont Observatory, re-
searchers have developed a selsmograph to be
put to work at another quiet spot—the ocean
bottom. The device has had only brief tests
so far. If it works, it will yleld an important
dividend. The logical place to hide a nuclear
blast, naturally, is in an area of frequent
earthquakes, and for Russia that happens to
be along Siberia’s Pacific coast; to surround
that area properly with detection stations,
some seismographs would have to go to sea.

One of the most promising new sleuths,
according to several detection authorities,
is another Lamont-developed selsmograph
that records long shock waves moving
through the earth's crust—shock waves that
take at least 10 seconds and as long as sev-
eral minutes to pass a point; most selsmo-
graphs record only waves passing by in a
fraction of a second Or 80.

There's some evidence, Dr. Oliver reports,
that the later long waves from an explosion,
as well as the brief first waves, may show a
pattern different from those created by a
quake. Ordinarily, unless disturbed by a
selsmic event, a seismograph Inscribes a
straight line on a plece of paper. Earth-
quakes produce fluctuations in the line, but
various seismographs around a gquake area
may show different patterns—some of them
mountain peaks above the normal line,
others valleys below it. By present theory,
explosion-caused jiggles might all depart in
the same direction; all might be mountain
peaks, for instance. Significantly, the long
waves are less subject than other waves to
distortion as they travel through the earth’s
crust. Long study of earthquakes ylelds this
finding.

WAVES DEEP IN GROUND

Telltale differences are suspected, too, in
yet another kind of shock wave—short ones
that follow the first waves down deep in the
earth's interior, at about the same time the
long waves are passing closer to the surface.
Clues to this theory have been picked up in
tests by seismologists at the Carnegle Insti-
tution of Washington. Over the last few
years, in pursuit of seismological knowledge,
the sclentists have been listening to quarry
blasts and Navy depth charges, says Dr. R. B.
Roberts, head of the institution’s department
of terrestrial magnetism.

Project Vela, however, calls for more
than just setting off nuclear explosions and
tuning in on them. Plans are being drawn
up for the U.8. Coast and Geodetic Survey
to reequip 125 seismographic stations in the
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United States and friendly countries with
new and better instruments as part of a
major speedup on research on the eccen-
tricities of earthquakes and explosions. This
might give the West its own detection sys-
tem, whether or not an international test
ban comes about.

Although U.S. sclentists have developed
some of the most advanced seismological
instruments and techniques in the world,
most U.S. institutions are still using old,
out-of-date seismographs. *“I've seen seis-
mograms that apparently were made on
instruments 75 years old,” says one seis-
mologist.

By contrast, the Russians have placed
considerable emphasis on modernization.
Americans who have visited the Soviet Union
tell of a large, modern network of seismo-
graph stations all equipped with standard,
up-to-date instruments. In an effort to
learn the structure of the earth’s crust, the
Russians are reported spending about #1
million a year, much more than U.S. outlays
for the same purpose. But it's believed the
Soviets have done little to distinguish be-
tween earthquakes and explosions.

RESEARCH BUDGET

In all, this country plans within the next
18 months to step up its seismological re-
search spending from less than $500,000 a
year to more than $20 million—not counting
$33 million to be spent on nuclear test blasts.

But just how far Project Vela will get in
developing foolproof detection methods is
fast becoming a subject of major scilentific
controversy. Such scientists as atom bomb
physicist Dr. Edward Teller of the University
of California claim that methods of conceal-
ing underground explosions are being found
faster than methods of improved detection.

The monkey wrench, he warns, lies in the
fact that underground explosions can be
muffled. Scilentists including Dr. Albert
Latter, a Rand Corp. physicist who's helping
try to hammer out a test ban system with
the Soviets, have come up with the decou-
pling theory: That if an underground blast
is set off in a large cavern, much of the
energy will be dissipated in the surrounding
air before it reaches the rock walls. The re-
sulting shock waves would register on the
slesmograph as coming from only a small
disturbance.

In the last few months, U.S. scientists,
using large amounts of TNT, have run ex-
periments in New Mexico to test this theory.
They now believe that even a huge bomb
equivalent to 300,000 tons of TNT can bhe
muffled. A seismograph would register it as
equivalent to about 1,000 tons of TNT.

DETECTION REQUIREMENTS

Thus, it's imperative, Dr. Teller declares,
that detection methods be able to spot the
smallest explosions and tell the difference
between them and small quakes,

“There is little likelihood that in 2 years
or even 4 or 5 years there will be any fool-
proof method of detecting small explosions,”
he concludes.

On the other side of the fence are Project
Vela seismologists and such physlcists as
Dr. Hans Bethe of Cornell Unlversity. Even
now, by spacing detectlon stations closer to-
gether, he claims, it is possible to detect the
smallest disturbance, though not to tell
whether it is an explosion or a quake. He
suggests that instead of 21 large manned
selsmograph stations in Russia as now pro-
posed, a nearly foolproof system could be set
with 600 remote-controlled stations in the
U.8.8.R., most of them unmanned,

At least there is little doubt that seismo-
graphs can pick up explosion shocks waves.
Paul Pomeroy, a selsmologist at Lamont, re-
calls that when seismologists were prepar-
ing for the TU.S. underground blasts in
Nevada in 1958, they picked up shock waves
coming from the Soviet Arctic island of
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Novaya Zemlya. Knowing this was the Soviet
bomb testing area, they concluded the Rus-
slans were again testing weapons.

The United States is insisting that it can-
not agree to any ban unless it can be fully
policed with an effective system of detecting
cheating. Officially, the Americans propose a
ban on large explosions, those that produce
shock waves equlvalent to a large earth-
quake—specifically, explosions that would
register 4.75 or more on the earthquake
magnitude scale, a scale that runs from one
to eight. A nuclear bomb of the 20,000-
ton TNT size would register slightly above
this 4.76 threshold.

GENEVA SYSTEM

This proposal is based on the belief that
a detectlon system ironed out almost 2 years
ago by conferences in Geneva between West-
ern and Soviet sclientists would be able to
spot such explosions. Under this system,
there would be 180 seismographic detectlon
stations—21 in the U.8.8.R,, 14 in this coun-
try, and the rest spread around in other
nations,

The Soviets have proposed that the nuclear
powers enter a veoluntary moratorium on
small blasts which cannot be detected with
present methods. They suggest & morato-
rium of 4 to 5 years. The United States has
countered that it will enter such a mora-
torium for a year or two—Iif research pro-
grams to find small blast detection methods
are launched immediately by the nuclear
powers. The United States is proposing that
the coming underground tests under Project
Vela be conducted by an International group
including representatives of Britain and
Russia.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
also wish to have printed in the REcCORD
a statement on “Technical Aspects of a
Nuclear Weapons Ban,” prepared by the
Panel on Nuclear Test Control, of the
Federation of American Scientists. The
statement is an important summary-
analysis of the hearings conducted by
the Special Subcommittee on Research
and Development, of the Joint Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy, and was drafted
for the panel by four well-known nuclear
scientists:

Dr. David R. Inglis, senior physicist,
Argonne National Laboratory and FAS
chairman, 1959-60;

Dr. Owen Chamberlain, professor and
1959 cowinner of the Nobel Prize in
physics, Berkeley, Calif.;

Dr. Peter Axel, professor of physics,
University of Illinois; and

Dr. William C. Davidon, physicist,
Argonne National Laboratory and FAS
vice chairman, 1960-61.

In a preliminary statement, the four
authors wrote:

We believe that the risk of nuclear war will
increase if the nuclear arms race continues
and if nuclear know-how spreads to other
countries.

It was recently announced present
estimates are that within 10 years 18
nations will have nuclear power and nu-
clear weapons, and therefore nuclear de-
struective capabilities.

The statement continues:

And, although effective test control re-
quires a rather extensive monitoring sys-
tem, it is not only the best place to start
limiting the arms race but it greatly reduces
the risk of war even if no further steps are
taken. Now is perhaps the last opportunity
to achieve an agreement among the great
nuclear powers, if the U.8.8.R. will agree to
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an arrangement similar to that being pro-
posed by our Government. Not only the
greater number of nuclear powers, but also
the more hair-trigger situation when weap-
ons are further refined, will make agreement
more difficult and less rewarding in the
future.

Until the monitoring system is improved,
it will be technically possible for evasion
to occur if big underground holes can be
prepared in secret or found in nature. Fur-
thermore, a disproportionate amount of at-
tention has been given to detecting, by
seismic means only, explosions in big holes.
Little attention has been paid to the com-
munication of information through the
other contacts made by the international
teams which will man the 21 stations in
Russia.

Under these circumstances, the test pro-
gram of an evader would proceed very slowly
and with great difficulty, if at all. The in-
centives would have to be greater than they
appear to be to make the tests worth the risk
of detection. Compared to this, we believe
the U.S.5.R. has more to gain militarily than
do we by an open resumption of tests.

Mr. President, I should like to include
the summary analysis at this point in the
Recorp, and I ask unanimous consent to
do so.

The being no objection, the summary-
analysis was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

TECHNICAL ASPECTS OF A NUCLEAR WEAPONS
TEST BAN

(Hearings held by the Special Subcommittee
on Radiation and the Subcommittee on Re-
search and Development of the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy Act, April 19-22,
1960)

INTRODUCTION

It is generally understood that the prob-
lem of seeking a satisfactory agreement for
the control of a nuclear weapons test ban
involves both political and technical con-
sideration. Neither can be divorced from
the other in arriving at a balanced judgment
of the national advantages obtainable from
such an agreement. These hearings isolate
for special study the technical aspects of
test ban control and may therefore not be
considered to be the basis for a balanced
Judgment, but only one important ingredient
thereof.

The witnesses were all technical men, some
of them prominent scientists, and the testi-
mony is quite technieal and lengthy. It in-
cluded established fact, considered opinion,
and perhaps even some fanciful opinion.
‘This is inevitable in view of the early stage of
development of both detection and evasion
techniques. It included opinion both favor-
able and unfavorable to the prospects of an
effective test ban. This summary-analysis
attempts to abstract the situation briefly and
in as nontechnical language as is reasonably
possible in this technical and controversial
domain. In so doing, it risks the accusation
of incompleteness or bias. A sincere attempt
is made to present in a fair perspective what
appears to be the most important points.

Initially, it should be understood that nu-
clear tests on the earth’s surface, tests under-
water, and tests in the atmosphere can be
detected with relative ease with scientific
techniques presently available.

‘With regard to detecting underground tests,
the problem facing one who wishes to detect
is, In part, to distinguish the recording on
a seismograph produced by an earthquake
from that produced by an explosion. Since
earthquakes occur only in limited and well-
known areas of the earth, the geographical
area which must be carefuily monitored is
likewise limited and known. These areas are
called seismic areas. The problem, there-
fore, may be stated as twofold: first, to detect

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

a disturbance on a seismograph, and second,
to identify that disturbance as an earth-
guake or as an explosion. Since, as stated,
earthquakes occur in limited and known geo-
graphic areas, any detectible disturbance
originating from a nonseismic area will, ipso
facto, be suspected to be an explosion.

The network of seismic detection stations
already agreed upon at the Geneva Confer-
ence is premised on the foregoing scientific
propositions.

One other introductory point deserves men-
tion. Many press accounts of the hearings
failed to put into proper perspective the ap-
parent agreement of some experts that 600
small detection stations in the USS.R.—
rather than the elaborate and fully instru-
mented 21 in Russia already agreed upon at
Geneva—would be necessary to provide ade-
quate monitoring. What was agreed was not
that so many stations would be necessary,
but merely that they would be sufficient,
which is very different. Specifically, they
would be sufficient if the objective is to detect,
solely by observing seismic signals, 20 kiloton
shots (20,000 tons of TNT equivalent)
muffled by very large underground cavities.
The 600 stations discussed as an offhand

example were to be spread evenly all over

the U.S.S.R. regardless of the distribution of
earthquakes, which is, as shown above, an
ineflicient and unnecessary way to do it.
The number of control stations that is con-
sidered necessary becomes very much smaller
than this If we recognize that the construec-
tion of large cavities is apt to be detected by
other than seismic means (intelligence re-
ports, defectors, aerial or satellite surveil-
lance), or that thelr construction might
escape detection only in regions where there
are salt domes, less than 1 percent of the
land area of the US.S.R. Furthermore, these
salt domes are located outside of seismic
areas.
THE “GENEVA NETWORK"

The “Geneva network™ would consist of
180 observation stations in the world, 21 of
them in the US.SR. They would be placed
at about 600-mile intervals in the regions
where there are many earthquakers (less
than one-fifth of the land area of Russia)
and at 1,000-mile intervals elsewhere.

If supplemented with a number of onsite
inspections, the network was originally con-
sidered capable of providing adequate moni-
toring of underground tests (like those in
Nevada) down to 5 kilotons. Our latest Ne-
vada tests raised this estimate to 20 kilo-
tons, but it is possible to restore the
effectiveness of the network to 5 kilotons by
increasing the number of instruments per
station from 10 to 100 and by rearranging
the locations of the 21 stations to cover the
seismic regions more effectively (testimony
of Dr. Richard Latter). The international
cost of the worldwide 180-station network
(100 instruments per station) plus some in-
struments for monitoring, is estimated at a
billion dollars, plus a quarter of a billion
annually for operation and maintenance
(testimony of Dr. Beyer). An initial three-
power agreement would, of course, involve
much less. One witness (Dr. Peterson) con-
sidered somewhat less than 100 instruments
per station to be more practical, which would
limit the improvement but which would de-
crease the cost.

MUFFLING

The rock in which we have had experience
with underground tests, Nevada tuff, is not a
very good rock for making the seismic signal
appear small in order to evade detection.
Balt is one of the best. A test can be 214
times as powerful in salt as in tuff and
produce the same size signal on a seismo-
graph. Thus, the 5-klloton limit mentioned
above would become about 12 kilotons for
tests in salt. The signal may be much
further reduced by carrying out the test in a
big cavity deep underground. The distant
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signal is reduced by a factor 120 if the cavity
is big enough, so that a big hole in salt makes
the distant seismic signal 300 times weaker
than in a Nevada test, or a “decoupling” fac-
tor of 300. As a typical example, the hole
required to decouple a 20-kiloton blast (one-
tenth of 1 percent of the power of a big
H-bomb) by a factor of 300 must be about
450 feet in diameter If it is 3,000 feet under-
ground. It does not help to make the hole
still larger; if the hole is smaller, the muf-
fling is less effective. A hole in salt 200 feet
in diameter and 3,000 feet underground gives
a decoupling factor of about 30, rather than
300 (testimony of Dr. Richard Latter and Dr.
Bethe). A 20- or 30-kiloton blast in a 200-
foot-dlameter hole would give a signal strong
enough to be detected and located by the
Geneva network. Although the network
could not distinguish such a blast from an
earthquake, that discrimination would be
unnecessary since quakes are very rare where
there are salt formations. Therefore, any
disturbance emanating from a salt area
would arouse suspicion.

There is a theoretical possibility of in-
creasing the decoupling by another factor 3
to 10. This might be done by developing a
technique for suddenly filling the hole with
dense carbon dust with thousandth-of-a-
second timing just after the passage of the
first shock wave from the explosion (testi-
mony of Dr. Brown). And it may be possible
to make the task of distinguishing blasts
from earthquakes more difficult by detonat-
ing several charges at almost the same time
(testimony of Dr. Teller).

The decoupling factors here discussed ap-
ply only to the signals detected at a great
distance, say 600 to 2,000 miles, which are
the important signals for the Geneva net-
work. The signal assumed is of low fre-
quency, like a dull thud. A test in a big
hole sends out also a very sharp first signal
which dies out so that it is very weak at
these distances, The muffiing will be con-
siderably less effective if this sharp first sig-
nal can be measured. Present techniques
permit using the sharp signal at shorter
distances, particularly under 300 miles. Fu-
ture improvements may make the sharp first
signal identifiable at Geneva network dis-
tances,

CONSTRUCTION OF BIG HOLES

Construction of very large underground
cavities is very difficult, except in salt domes.
Many such cavities for petroleum storage
have been constructed commercially in salt
domes, with diameters of 200 feet and in one
case up to almost 500 feet, and quite deep
underground. Their construction involves
the pumping into the salt dome of large
amounts of water and disposal of brine. The
shape can be controlled. It would cost about
about $10 million to prepare a 500-foot cav-
ity in 2 years (testimony of Mr, Meade). The
next possibility, much more difficult, is to
heat limestone hot enough to twrn it into
lime and then to dissolve out the lime (tes-
timony of Dr. Teller). But limestone is not
easily soluble and wvast amounts of water
would be needed. This has never been done.
Even the easier preparation of a big hole in
salt is apt to be detected by other than seis-
mic means (such as measuring the salinity
of rivers). A considerable likelihood of de-
tection should be enough to deter construc-
tion (testimony of Dr. Bethe).

FINER NETWORK OF SMALL UNMANNED STATIONS

There are many possibilities for improve-
ment of selsmic techniques, and a research
and development program should be pushed
with greater vigor. Within the framework
of present techniques, It is possible (polit-
ical considerations aside) to go beyond the
capabilities of the Geneva network by in-
stalling more stations spaced more closely.
It is contemplated that these should be
small, unattended (robot) stations with
only a single siesmograph (or perhaps four
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seismographs), in contrast to 100 seismo-
graphs in a big “Geneva' station. Communi-
cations to a master station would be by cable
or courier. If one should go so far as to
place these single-seilsmograph stations at
125-mile intervals, it would be possible not
only to detect and locate but also to iden-
tify signals from a 20-kiloton shot
muffled in an arbitrarily big hole anywhere.
If these stations were spread uniformly over
the U.S.8.R. this would amount to 600 small
stations (testimony of Dr. Bethe with the
concurrence of Dr. Teller). This is an exces-
sively large number because there is no need
to identify blasts, as distinct from earth-
quakes, in the very large parts of Russla
where quakes rarely occur, and where every
selsmic event would therefore be suspicious,
On this basis 200 small stations were sug-
gested for the U.SSR. (supplementary
testimony of Dr. Bethe). This still assumes
that big holes could have been built in com-
plete secrecy anywhere in Russia. Limiting
this possibility to salt formations further
decreases the number of stations, since salt
areas are concentrated in 1 percent of Rus-
sia’s land area. The cost of these small sta-
tions s about $100,000 apiece (testimony of
Dr. Albert Latter). It would be more ef-
ficlent to have more seismographs (perhaps
four) per station and fewer stations, still un-
manned

Experience with special selsmographs to
detect rather fast vibrations, instruments
which can be set up in a few minutes in the
field, shows that blasts of 10 tons or even 1
ton give very distinct signals at distances of
250 miles. Location of the event is more ac-
curate with near-in seismographs than with
more remote observation. And the compli-
cated selsmic signal repeats itself exactly
if there are two shots at the same place (so
an evader would be discouraged from using
the same big hole twice). Based on this
experience, a 250-mile spacing between un-
manned stations was considered adequate for
location and probably for identification of
blaste somewhat smaller than 20 kilotons,
muffled to look like a 70-ton blast, particu-
larly with four instruments per station. If
distributed evenly over the U.SS.R. this
would mean 125 stations, but eliminating
most of those in regions where there are
practically no earthquakes would again re-
duce this number considerably (testimony
of Dr. Roberts). The size of the signal to
be identified cannot be pushed down very
much lower than this because there would
be too many very small earthquakes to iden-
tify.

If, instead of using small stations, one
thinks of increasing the number of big sta-
tions to 25 or 30 stations in the U.S.8.R., and
of using the added stations particularly in
the selsmic regions and in the salt regions,
one can increase the capabilities of the net-
work markedly (testimony of Dr. Richard
Latter). Doubts were expressed that ideal
sites could be found for more than 25 big
stations (testimony of Dr. Peterson) but this
discounted the possibility of drilling down
to bedrock. A great deal is known about the
geology of the U.SS.R. (testimony of Dr.
Peterson).

ACCURATE LOCATION AND ON-SITE INSPECTION

With the Geneva network, on-site inspec-
tion of a suspiclous event would involve
searching an area of 100 or even 200 square
miles. One advantage of more closely spaced
stations, particularly in earthquake regions,
is that the signals observed at shorter dis-
tances would locate the event more accurate-
ly. Since seismic signals travel with differ-
ent speeds in different geological formations,
it was suggested that the source of a signal
could be located much more accurately by
going into the suspicious region and setting
off a chemical blast there to verify signal
speed In a particular area. Comparison of
the new signal with the original signal would
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cancel out the uncertainty in the signal
speeds. The area to be searched by an on-
site inspection could be reduced, if robot
stations were employed, to about 3 square
miles (testimony of Dr. Roberts and Dr.
Romney). A rather small verification blast
(1 ton) would be enough with Tairly closely
spaced stations, but a larger charge would
be needed to use this system with the Geneva
network (and the aceuracy would be less).

IDENTIFICATION OF ELASTS AND EARTHQUAKES

The Geneva network is based on the ex-
pectation that on-site Inspections can sam-
ple about one-third of detected but un-
identified ambiguous events, a percentage
sufficiently high to discourage evasion. This
identification capability depends on only one
method of distinguishing the signals pro-
duced by earthguakes from those produced
by explosions. It is expected that other
methods of discrimination will be developed
to reduce the number of unidentified events
and thereby increase the percentage of sus-
picious events that may need to be inspected
on-site. For instance, the estimates of the
capability of the Geneva network have been
based on observations of the differing char-
acteristics of only the first part of the low
frequency signal emitted by an earthquake
and an explosion. Use of other parts of the
low frequency signal is expected to improve
the capability of the Geneva network as al-
ready agreed upon (testimony of Dr. Oliver).
In addition, study of characteristic differ-
ences of high frequency signals produced by
earthquakes and explosions may provide ad-
ditional techniques of discrimination and
identification (testimony of Dr. Roberts).

TESTING IN SPACE

By monltoring blasts in space from the
earth's surface, it appears possible that the
Geneva network may be able to detect ex-
plosions out to 300,000 to 500,000 miles. Be-
yond that distance monitoring by a system
of surveillance satellites may be possible. In
addition, test vehicles going into space may
be detected by other means at the time of
launching. Techniques of shielding blasts in
space to reduce the possibility of detection
have been suggested. No tests in space are
known to have occurred.

SUMMARY

The Geneva network as planned, with 21
well-equipped seismlic stations in the USB.R.
supplemented by 20 on-site inspections per
year, is capable of effectively monitoring
tests of 20 kilotons (Nevada conditions) and
above. A more favorable arrangement of the
21 stations would bring the limit down con-
siderably below that level. If secret prepa-
ration of an extremely big underground hole
were possible without risk of discovery by
other than seismic means, tests in such a
hole up to over 100 kilotons ecould be
sufficiently muffled to escape detection by
this system. Construction of big holes ap-
pears to be practicable only in salt forma-
tions, which occur in regions constituting
less than 1 percent of the U.SS.R. and in
these regions earthquakes are very rare. It
is sufficlent for control to be able to detect
and locate a blast in such a reglon, without
distinguishing it from an earthquake. The
Geneva network can do this for a 30-kiloton
blast partially muffled in a 200-foot-diameter
hole. Such holes exist, filled with brine or
petroleum products. The Geneva network
is thus capable of controlling tests above
20 kilotons without big holes or above 30
kilotons with such existing holes if pumped
out. It would also partially monitor un-
muffled tests considerably below 20 kilotons.

Future improvements are definitely ex-
pected in detection techniques and may be
anticipated also in techniques of evasion.
Among the several promising improvements
expected in detection technigues is more
knowledge of the characteristic differences
between blasts and earthquakes, observed
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through the same geologic formations., If
necessary, a suspicious event can thus be
checked by detonating a blast near it. This
method can also be used to locate the event
more accurately and to reduce greatly the
area to be searched by an onsite inspection.
If such improvements should fail to make
the Geneva Network capable of distinguish-
ing sufficiently very small blasts from earth-
quakes, greatly increased capabilities may be
obtained by adding more stations to the
system. Even with present techniques, 30
well-equipped stations instead of 21 in the
U.SB8.R. would take the limit down below
5 kilotons. The addition of a somewhat
greater number of very simple robot stations,
with future techniques, may take the limit
for dependable identification well below 1
kiloton. This would have the additional
advantage of reducing substantially the area
to be searched by onsite inspections.

In short, the Geneva Network has the
capability of adequately monitoring under-
ground tests of a power down to about the
size of the Hiroshima A-bomb; namely, one-
tenth of 1 percent of the power of a large
H-bomb; or two-tenths of 1 percent if a
program of evasion were undertaken with the
handiecap of testing in big holes such as now
exist in the limited salt-dome regions of
Russia; or one-half of 1 percent if the con-
struction of much bigger holes were con-
templated. The capability of the monitoring
system may be expected to improve markedly
with future research and development.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
New York Times, on May 28, carried a
detailed summary of the reopening of the
Geneva talks which some of us may have
missed. I ask consent that it also be
printed in the REcorp at this point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRrbD,
as follows:

AtoM TEST TALES RESUME IN GENEVA—SOVIET
ASKS ASSURANCE U.S. PLAN WiLL Nor Am
ARMS—SILENT ON U-2 CASE

GENEVA, May 27.—The United States, Brit-
ain, and the Soviet Union resumed today the
negotiations for a ban on nuclear weapons
testing.

No reference was made to the U.S. U-2
reconnaissance plane shot down May 1 over
the Soviet Union as the delegates recon-
vened after a 2-week recess for the summit
meeting in Parils.

However, Semyon K. Tsarapkin, the Soviet
delegate, asked for guarantees that under-
ground nuclear explosions planned by the
United States under its project Vela would
not serve in weapons development in addi-
tion to helping to find effective controls for
a ban on tests.

The Soviet negotiator put the request in
such a way, however, that he seemed to be
asking for no more than the normal guaran-
tees that both sides would expect of each
other to assure that all undertakings were
ohserved,

As a result, Sir Michael Wright, of Britain,
the conference’s chairman for the day, was
able to describe the 206th session of the
19-month-old negotiations as a business-
like meeting in a noncontroversial atmos-
phere. ¢

James J. Wadsworth, the U.S. delegate,
confirmed the chairman’s remarks. ‘“There
was no recrimination—not even one echo
from Paris,” he commented after the B80-
minute session.

“As usual,” was the way Mr. Tsarapkin de-
scribed the atmosphere in the conference
room.

The Soviet delegate made a long statement
to the conference emphasizing that the So-
viet Union had no intention of holding nu-
clear explosions as part of the projected co-
ordinated program for developong controls
on underground tests.
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Mr. Tsarapkin also emphasized that the
Soviet Union had agreed to the idea of the
research program only hecause the West
wanted it. The Soviet Union remains per-
fectly satisfied with the control system de-
vised by the East-West experts who met
here in the summer of 1958, he said.

It was to remove the “obstacle” raised by
the U.S. doubts over the effectiveness of the
1958 control system that the Soviet Union
accepted the research program now being
drafted here by the scientists of the three
countries, Mr. Tsarapkin added.

The Soviet Union will insist that any nu-
clear explosions held by the United States
under the research project be surrounded by
“adequate saf ,” the Soviet delegate
said. Mr. Tsarapkin sald that this meant
that the Soviet Union should be able to see
for itself that none of the U.S. nuclear tests
had military value.

President Eisenhower announced on May 7
the Vela project for a serles of underground
nuclear exploslons to develop controls for
hard-to-detect tests. He emphasized later
at a news conference that the blasts would
have nothing to do with weapons develop-
ment.

Mr. Tsarapkin said that assurances of this
kind were all very well but he thought that
the nuclear tests for research purposes
should also have technical safeguards. It is
up to the United States to make proposals on
this, he added.

WE MUST GRANT OUR SENIOR CIT-
IZENS FREEDOM FROM FEAR

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, is it
the will and intent of the Senate that
the vast majority of our senior citizens
face retirement with dread? I think
not; but how else can history record
our attitude if we continue to allow our
elders to fear each passing day that
brings them closer to mounting medical
costs and little or no way to meet them?

A letter from a Wisconsin constituent
describes the plight of a man approach-
ing this grim trap, and with nowhere to
turn but to us. I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed in the Recorp at
this point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

SeNATOR ProxmMIre: Iam writing to request
your wholehearted support of the Forand
bill. I am a vietim of varicose veins, which,
as you probably know, can cause recurrent
trouble. I am nearly 64 years old and have
hospital insurance, which covers my present
expenses when hospitalized, and these cost
about $15 per day. On retirement I will no
longer be able to gqualify for insurance. My-
self and other senior citizens are in need
of such a measure of medical and hospital
care as the Forand bill provides.

It is my hope that you will give this bill
your wholehearted support and help large
numbers of senior citizens who are gravely
concerned. Thank you in advance.

Yours truly,

THE DISASTER IN CHILE

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, an
unmerciful disaster has devastated a
huge area of Chile. Thousands of
Chileans have died in a series of violent
earthquakes, tidal waves, and volcanic
explosions. More thousands are missing
or injured.

Whole villages have been wiped out
and great sections of cities destroyed.
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The scourge of disaster has been felt
along a line of distress 2,600 miles in
length. Even now, the extent of suf-
fering and horror is not yet fully known.

The United States, I am proud to say,
has acted as a good neighbor should act,
opening its heart to the people of Chile,
and offering its hand to help them over-
come their suffering and their wants.
The magnitude of this calamity is ap-
paling, but our Government and our
people are responding with a great out-
pouring of help.

Sixty huge U.S. Air Force planes are
carrying out a wonderful mercy airlift,
bringing to the devastated areas of Chile
food, clothing, blankets, medicines—in
fact, entire field hospitals and hundreds
of doctors, nurses, and technicians to
staff them.

Many private American agencies are
carrying out nationwide fundraising
drives to aid our southern neighbors.
They include the Red Cross, the Church
World Service, Catholic Relief Services,
Lutheran World Service, Seventh-day
Adventists, and the Church of the Lat-
ter-day Saints, to name just some of
them.

I urge every American to consider the
plight of his neighbors in Chile and to
respond generously and swiftly to these
fund appeals.

The first needs, of course, are to take
care of the sick and injured, to bind up
their wounds, to feed them, and to house
them in some sort of temporary shelters.
But after that, Chile will have to rebuild.

It is estimated that 2 million Chileans
were made homeless as a result of this
enormous catastrophe, and the Southern
Hemisphere's winter is just beginning.
Property damage amounts to at least a
billion dollars—maybe much more.

I feel confident that the U.S. Govern-
ment and its people will offer the brave
and resolute people of Chile generous
help in rebuilding their devastated com-
munities. We will help them to rebuild
their homes, churches, and shops, and to
restore their means of livelihood—in a
word, to make it possible for millions of
sufferers to resume a pattern of every-
day living once more.

It may be that such help could not be
forthcoming from the United States
within the framework of our present aid
programs to Latin America. Special
consideration may have to be given to
the problem and a solution worked out.
That we should do.

I think that one thing could be learned
from America’s response to the Chilean
disaster. Help from our Government
and people-to-people assistance have
poured forth abundantly to the disaster
victims of Chile—certainly not in the
hope that we would reap gratitude or
appreciation, but because it was the nat-
ural thing for one good neighbor to do
for another.

RELATIONS BETWEEN CUBA AND
THE UNITED STATES

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, on
last Friday it was announced that the
President had ordered a halt to further
technical assistance from the United
States to Cuba.
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I thought that the President’s action
was sensible and realistic. It has never
made sense to me to have our Govern-
ment giving aid and comfort to a gov-
ernment which is openly vilifying us and
our way of life.

Furthermore, I am certain that the
President’s statement will clear the air
of the confusion which exists in this
hemisphere about our position toward
antidemocratic governments. Everyone
in Latin America will now know that the
United States is not soft on communism
nor on dictatorships of the left or right.

I believe the people of the Western
Hemisphere and all of the world out-
side the Soviet orbit will hail and approve
the President's action. It reaffirms
America’s role as the leader in the
many-faceted war against communism
and all it stands for.

There is one more point. I hope that
those who have up to now sought a con-
tinuation of the very partial and prefer-
ential sugar legislation as it pertained
to Cuba will be willing to reevaluate
their position and permit the Congress
to revise the legislation in a realistic and
up-to-date manner.

The Washington Evening Star of yes-
terday published a significant editorial,
clearly setting forth our illogical posi-
tion in granting Cuba a favored-nation
status in our sugar purchasing., The
Star points out that our technical aid
to Cuba was halted because it was not
in our national interest to continue
such aid. Then it asks, Is it in our na-
tional interest to continue the heavy
subsidization of the Cuban sugar indus-
try?

I ask unanimous consent that this edi-
torial be inserted in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Washington Star, May 30, 1860]
CoNTEMPTUOUS MR. CASTRO

Cuba's Prime Minister Castro has shrugged
off the announced ending of our technical
assistance to his country as “insignificant,’
and has added some contemptuous remarks
about what we may do with our aid money.

It is correct, of course, that the two pro-
grams involved—one in agriculture and the
other in civil aviation—are not of major
meortance to the Cuban economy. Their
annual cost is estimated at about $200,000,
and less than a dozen U.S. specialists are en-
gaged in their operation in Cuba. But while
emphasizing that termination of the pro-
grams within 180 days should not be inter-
preted as retaliation for Mr. Castro’s anti-
United States words and policies, administra-
tion spokesmen pointedly explained that the
programs no longer are considered in the na-
tional or hemispheric interest of the United
States.

On this ground, it seems fitting to ques-
tion whether continued heavy subsidization
of the Cuban BUgar mdustry likewise is in
our national interest. Under existing law,
expiring this year, Cuban sugar has a favored
position in the big US. market—both in
volume and in price. By far, sugar is Cuba's
most important cash crop and a guaranteed
market at a premium price is not insignificant
to the Cuban economy.

The administration has recommended that
the new sugar act give discretionary author-
ity to the President of the United States
to revise quotas and prices on sugar imports.
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We belleve that the President should have
this authority, and that it should be exer-
cised in national and hemispheric interests.

MUTUAL SECURITY: THE MEASURE
OF LEADERSHIP

A NEW STAGE IN EAST-WEST RELATIONS

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, we may
be entering—and I think it apparent
that we are—a new stage in East-West
relations. Our determination and our
leadership of the free world will undergo
new tests. Our allies will be searching
our actions anxiously. Their resolution
to stand unflinching against communism
will depend in great part on the matu-
rity and wisdom of our actions.

The Communists are doing more than
hurling brutal and arrogant threats at
us. The Communists are hard at work
building military strength. They are
applying their scientific resources to new
weapons. They are looking for oppor-
tunities to penetrate the uncommitted
areas of the world with tantalizing and
spurious offers of economic and military
aid. They are hoping to bully and
bludgeon our friends, particularly the
smaller ones bordering on the Soviet
bloe, into abandoning their defensive
alliances and their friendly relations
with the United States and our allies.

The Soviet Union has long recognized
the importance of the underdeveloped
areas of the world in relation both to the
spread of Communist ideology and to the
augmentation of Soviet world power. As
early as 1920, Lenin changed the direc-
tion of Communist Party international
policy from direct attack on European
capitalism to an undermining of the eco-
nomie strength of Europe through activ-
ity in the colonial areas. Thus, the rev-
olutionary and nationalistic tendencies
in Asia were to receive the fullest pos-
sible support. With the subsequent
emergence and growth of nationalism
and the establishment of new States born
out of the colonial areas in the Middle
East and in Africa, this policy was ex-
panded into these areas. A Soviet pat-
tern of economic penetration for politi-
cal purposes began to emerge. Today the
U.S.8.R. offensive continues against the
uncommitted nations on the Asian, Mid-
dle Eastern, and African fronts, and in
this hemisphere as well.

In the years since Stalin's death,
Soviet policy has emphasized what it
terms, euphemistically or otherwise,
peaceful coexistence. Development of
trade and the export of technical assist-
ance, Russian style, have been fashioned
into new policy tools. As a corollary, the
tactical objectives of communism have
emerged as exploitation of new nations’
laudable and logical desires to achieve
technological and social maturity. Rus-
sia undertakes the exploitation of neu-
tralist atmosphere to achieve a pro-
Soviet attitude. She seeks substitution
of Soviet for Western influences
throughout the underdeveloped areas.
By a combination of propaganda, tech-
nical, and economic aid, plus espionage
and subversion, the Soviets work almost
fanatically to establish and extend their
influence and power.
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Soviet intelligence services and the In-
ternational Communist movement play a
major role in their activities. The sen-
ior Soviet intelligence apparatus, com-
posed of the State Security Service, and
the military intellizence organization,
controls a vast interlocking network of
foreign agents and operations directed
at subversion, terror, asassination, and
sabotage. In addition to attempted
penetration of all levels of official and
nonofficial groups in each country, where
they have been singularly successful, this
apparatus infiltrates agents whose iden-
tity papers, passports, and the like are
often stolen or falsified, in direct viola-
tion of the sovereignty of the host na-
tions. As a result of the secret support
and direction supplied by the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union, the local
party, or one or more of its front organi-
zations, carries out all political action
within its means to promote Soviet ends.

The embassies established by the
U.S.S.R. may be described—accurately, I
think—as command posts for Soviet
espionage, subversion, propaganda, and
Communist Party efforts. Among the
personnel assigned to such installations
are many staff members of the intelli-
gence services sent abroad to operate
under the guise of diplomats. The
groups of Soviets assigned fo technical
aid missions, hospitals, and the like also
usually include a high percentage of in-
telligence personnel. The U.S.S.R. also
exploits the acceptance in these areas of
the official Soviet embassies and trade
delegations designed to achieve on-the-
spot manipulation of the newspapers and
other information media of the host
countries.

THE OVERALL SOVIET PROGRAM FOR UNDERDEVEL~
OPED AREAS

The overall Red program for under-
developed areas has been focused around
three major campaigns:

First. Opposition to what is called
“gconomic mneocolonialism,” including
promotion of the nationalization of for-
eign-owned enterprises, combined action
to discourage Afro-Asian trade links
with the West, encouragement of oppo-
sition to the European Common Market
and the Eurafrica plan, and resistance to
new foreign capital investment in pri-
vate enterprise.

Second. Support for national libera-
tion of colonies and recovery of so-called
“alienated” territories.

Third. Encouragement of that version
of Afro-Asian unity in which Soviet bloc
countries of Asia would be accepted as
full and equal partners, entitled to pref-
erential poliitcal, cultural, and economic
treatment.

In developing these campaigns the in-
ternational fronts have engaged in sev-
eral kinds of organized effort:

First. Expanding the international
role and activities of their Afro-Asian af-
filiates and leaders through organizing
special gatherings, assigning major or-
ganizational tasks to them, and holding
broad meetings in which maximum Afro-
Asian participation is invited and pub-
licized;

Second. Inspiring, supporting, and
participating as much as possible in joint
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activities sponsored by unaffiliated Afro-
Asian bodies of a similar character; and

Third. Publicizing and supporting
Afro-Asian aims and aspirations in
Western areas and in such bodies as the
United Nations Specialized Agencies,
where such support is most likely to in-
fluence Afro-Asian peoples, and to suck
them into the Red orbit.

AFRICA: THE OVERALL RED PROGRAM IN ACTION

The enormous effort being expended
in Africa by the US.S.R. clearly illus-
trates the significance of the Soviets’
total worldwide program.

One of the most important centers for
Soviet espionage and subversion directed
against the entire African Continent is
found in Cairo, Egypt. Activities ema-
nate from both the Soviet Embassy and
the Communist-dominated Afro-Asian
Permanent Secretariat of the Afro-Asian
Solidarity Committee. The signing of
an agreement between the U.S.S.R. and
Tunisia this month established diplo-
matic relations; this action was accom-
panied by the U.S.S.R. usual offers of
aid and favorable trade agreements.
The Soviets established diplomatic rep-
resentations in both Morocco and Libya
shortly after these countries attained
their independence. In these countries,
Soviet diplomatic representatives have
been attempting to obtain strategic in-
telligence on U.S. Air Force bases there
and fo acquire the information which
would allow the Soviets to formulate
plans for future sabotage or worse.

The Soviets have also been active
among the Communist Parties of these
areas, especially in Libya, where they
have concentrated not only on Libyan
Communists but also on the local Italian
Communist group. Although the So-
viets have not yet recognized the Pro-
visional Algerian Government in exile,
the Chinse Communists have extended
official recognition and offered arms and
monetary aid as well. Members of Al-
gerian nationalist groups have, however,
consulted with Soviet officials in other
countries, and it will probably not be
long before Soviet recognition becomes
official here as well.

Soviet permanent installations in
Ethiopia are the focal point for Soviet
activity for the entire horn of Africa.
There is a permanent cultural exhibition
in Addis Ababa which disseminates Com-~
munist propaganda, offers courses in
Russian language, and generally at-
tempts to indoctrinate its visitors, mainly
young Ethiopians and students from East
Africa. A strong indication of the active
Soviet interest in Africa and the heavy
selling job the U.S.S.R.'s offers of aid
without strings—Russian style—has
done may be seen in the visit of Emperor
Haile Selassie to the U.S.8.R. last sum-
mer. An aid agreement of $100 million
was signed with the Soviets, and an oil
refinery and technical school staffed by
Soviet officials are planned. In June, a
Soviet industrial exhibition will be held
in Addis Ababa, and it is reported that
the Soviet Minister of Foreign Trade will
travel there to officially open it.

In West Africa, the Soviets are plan-
ning to build a polytechnical institute at
Guinea, which will accommodate from
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1,500 to 2,500 Guinean students. The in-
stitute will be staffed by Soviet person-
nel—the method consistently used by the
U.S.8.R. to infiltrate their officials info
positions of influencing long-range eco-
nomic development and planning,
These agreements are used to place
Soviet intelligence officers in strategic
countries in underdeveloped areas, in
technical projects, hospitals, and similar
recipients of Red aid programs. It is
characteristic that such projects are
established only on agreement that the
entire staffs are supplied by the Soviets.

A significant aspect of Soviet assist-
ance in this field may be seen in the
willingness of the Soviet Government to
sponsor and subsidize the study of the
Russian language. Under a teacher ex-
change agreement, Russian language
instruection at the university level is al-
ready under way in such countries as
Egypt, Syria, Afghanistan, India, and
Indonesia. In the newly independent
State of Guinea, Russian has been
selected as the second language of the
country—French being the first—and 40
secondary schoolteachers will arrive
from the Soviet Union in the fall to
initiate this instruction. English had
originally been selected as the country’s
second language, but this plan was aban-
doned when the U.S. Government was
able to offer only one teacher.

TWO CASE HISTORIES: PANYUSHEKIN AND

OGANESYAN

A meshing of the activities of various
Soviet Communist Party, espionage, and
governmental organs, in these areas is
illustrated by such interesting items as
the presence of Aleksander Semenovich
Panyushkin in the CPSU—that is the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union—
delegation to the conference last Sep-
tember of the Democratic Party of
Guinea. In November 1959, Panyu-
shkin was described in Pravda as a
“member of the Council of the Union of
Soviet Societies for Friendship and Cul-
tural Relations with Foreign Countries.”
He will be best remembered in the United
States as Soviet Ambassador from 1947
to 1952, and sometime member of the
Soviet delegation to the United Nations
during that time. This same Panyu-
shkin was identified by at least four very
knowledgeable defectors from the Soviet
intelligence services as a longtime career
officer of the Soviet intellizence organ-
izations, and the chief of Soviet intel-
ligence activities in the United States
during his official tour here. In the
summer of 1953 he was chief of all the
foreign intelligence activities of the
Soviet state security service throughout
the world. The presence of such a man
as a friendly party representative in
Guinea clearly indicates, I think, the im-
portance of these areas to the Soviet
intelligence services and to the Soviet
Government as a whole.

Soviet “friendship” fto these areas of
the world is also revealed in a more
accurate light by the policy of sending
as diplomats to these countries highly
experienced intelligence officers whose
real aim is to promote the supremacy of
the Soviet Union and the theory of in-
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ternational communism by any means.
The recent assignment to Iran of Kha-
chik Gevorkovich Oganesyan as First
Secretary of the Foreign Ministry of the
U.8.S.R. is a glaring example. The na-
ture of Oganesyan’s true assignment in
Iran can safely be predicted on the basis
of his past career: From 1946 to 1950, he
was the chief intelligence resident in
Iran, ostensibly assigned as second secre-
tary of the Soviet Embassy; from 1949 or
1950 to May of 1953, he was chief of the
section for deep-cover agents of the state
security service in Vienna, Austria, dur-
ing which time he maintained contacts
with Boris Morros, of note as a cocon-
spirator with the Sobells in spying in the
United States.
This is a part of the Soviet record.
SOVIET MILITARY FORCES

The Soviet Union is prepared to fight
wars ranging in scope from small brush-
fire conflicts, including limited nuclear
encounters, to all-out nuclear war, in the
words of their leaders.

The Soviet Union’s ground force, with
about 170 divisions, is continuously en-
gaged in a comprehensive training pro-
gram designed to maintain peak combat
efficiency. Soviet units in East Germany,
which are considered to be the elite force
of the Soviet Army, are known to be
training in tactics reflecting new con-
cepts of the nuclear age, and it is believed
that such training is being conducted
throughout the Red army. Equipment
designed to increased mobility and fire-
power is being introduced regularly. In
fact, practically all Soviet units have
been reequipped with military materiel
of postwar design and manufacture.

The Soviet Navy is rated as second
only to the U.S. Navy in offensive and
defensive power. Although the U.S.S.R.
has no aireraft carriers, it has the larg-
est submarine force in all the world.
This force consists of over 400 units,
nearly 75 percent of which are of the long
range, ocean patrol type. There is some
evidence that a few of these submarines
have also been converted so as to be able
to fire ballistic missiles. Submarines
based along the Murmansk coast and in
the Soviet Far East have continuous ac-
cess to the open seas, and in recent years
Soviet submarine activity in the Atlantic
and Pacific Oceans has increased, occa-
sionally extending as far as the US.
coasts.

The U.S.S.R. continues to build new
submarines. It is quite probable that
some of the units under construction are
nuclear powered. The Soviet Navy also
has strong surface forces consisting of
cruisers, destroyers, mine vessels, and
numerous patrol craft.

I observed just a few days ago that a
Communist nuclear-powered icebreaker
is now in commission,

For the past several years, the overall
strength of Soviet air forces has re-
mained at somewhat less fthan 20,000
aireraft, supported by a complex of mod-
ern air facilities and a realistic training
program, KEhrushchev’s statements re-
garding the obsolescence of manned air-
craft appear to be supported by cutbacks
in their production. Some high per-
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formance aircraft are being produced,
however, and research and development
continues in the air weapons field.

At the present time, the major Soviet
strategic delivery force is still long range
aviation, which is composed of more
than 1,000 medium and heavy bombers.
But it is clear from Soviet statements
and programs that the U.8.S.R.'s current
emphasis is in the field of missiles and
rocketry.

Soviet research and development in
missiles began immediately after World
War II. For nearly 15 years the U.S.S.R.
has conducted a thorough and well-
planned effort. The Soviets now have
operational missiles both for defense
against aircraft, and for offensive use,
including types which can be launched
from ground-based units, aireraft, and
naval vessels. Their major ground-
launched delivery systems include mobile
missiles with ranges measured in hun-
dreds of miles, capable of reaching most
significant Western targets in Europe
and Asia. Soviet space launchings and
firings into the Pacific Ocean show that
the U.S.S.R. has some capability to di-
rect ICBM's at targets as distant as the
United States. The importance of bal-
listic missiles in Soviet planning is amply
illustrated by the U.S.S.R.’s recent an-
nouncement of the creation of a special
rocket force.

In the light of these sobering facts,
our future course of action with our
friends and allies throughout the world
must and will be made clear for all to
understand:

We shall continue to search for means
of advancing an honorable peace, by pa-
tient urging of genuine negotiation for
sound first-step progress.

‘We shall maintain and make more ef-
fective our own defenses—our nuclear
arsenal, our missile development, and
our limited war capability, all designed
to deter aggression or, if necessary, to
combat it.

We shall reinvigorate our collective
security alliances by demonstrating a
willingness to contribute our full and fair
share in manpower and modern arms to
the defensive strength of the free na-
tions of the globe.

We do not intend, by neglect or dis-
interest, to allow the Soviet bloc suc-
cessfully to infiltrate the emerging na-
tions of Asia and Africa. We shall
continue the world's confidence in Amer-
ica’s moral leadership by extending an
honest hand of friendship and of as-
sistance to the underdeveloped nations
in their fight for progress and freedom.

THE COMING TEST

We are all painfully aware of what
happened in Paris. We have seen and
been shocked by the arrogance of the
Soviet Prime Minister, by his unre-
strained vituperation, and by his callous
destruction of the summit conference.
These events have jolted every one of us
into a fuller realization of what survival
costs. The free world is once again
faced with the naked threat of Commu-
nist power, and with the more transpar-
ent efforts to frighten our allies and
friends and to split the free world apart.
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In the coming months our courage,
strength, and resolution will be sorely
tried. The crisis over Berlin could come
to a head. Communist violence in other
parts of the world may erupt again:
bellicosity in the Formosa Straits, ter-
rorism in L.aos and Cambodia, pressure
on Afghanistan or India or elsewhere, in-
citement in South America and greater
penetration in Africa.

But we are not alone in the struggle to
preserve freedom. Through the mutual
security programs of economic and mili-
tary assistance abroad, we are able to
strengthen ourselves and the free world
in deterring Communist aggression
whether Soviet or Red Chinese.

MSP—ITS HISTORIC ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Let us look backward for a moment to
see how the mutual security program
came into being and what it has accom-
plished.

It is no exaggeration to say that this
great program, initiated by a Democratic
President and a Republican Congress and
continued by a Republican President and
Democratic Congresses, has been one of
the tremendous successes of our national
history. In its very first years, it saved
two highly strategic and important na-
tions, Greece and Turkey, from Commu-
nist domination. It made possible the
recovery of war-torn Western Europe
with its civilization, love of freedom, its
culture, its splendid people, and its great
resources, Without doubt, it saved at
least three nations—probably more—
from Communist takeover at the polls.
It preserved Iran on the edge of Soviet
power. It helped to save southeast Asia
from total Communist domination. It
has preserved and reinvigorated all that
remains of free China. It made possible
the creation of our great NATO alliance
and gave it its initial strength.

It is the program which makes pos-
sible the availability of 250 forward bases
essential to the full meaning and effec-
tiveness of our military strategy of deter-
rence.

It is this program which contributes to
the strength among our allies abroad,
so essential to the success of any neces-
sary effort to wage a limited or other
kind of war against aggression,

It is this program which holds out to
the people of the less developed nations
of the world the friendly assistance they
need in their tremendous effort to fight
their way up from age-old poverty, ig-
norance, and disease.

It is this program, joined in by other
free nations, which provides the free
world’s answer to the Communist bloc's
attempt to woo and win the newly emerg-
ing nations of Asia and Africa with
lavishly proffered military and economic
aid.

It is this program which, in a most
significant degree, is the symbol of
American leadership in world affairs. In
short, this program is the strongest, most
flexible instrument available to our Na-
tion and our Government in the conduect
of our foreign relations in this most
critical period in our history.

If this program did not exist, we would
have to invent it.
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What would have happened if we had
not had this program? What would hap-
pen if we did not have it now? Our
whole forward strategy of defense would
be weakened to the point of collapse.
The sources of raw materials essential to
our defense and our prosperity would
be threatened. Our allies and other free
countries would be left at the mercy of
Communist threats and subversion; their
confidence in and hope for a free world
would be shattered.

We would find ourselves more and
more isolated in a narrowing world
swamped by the widening and engulfing
Red tide.

We would be confined to a policy of
fortress America—a policy we long ago
examined and long ago realistically re-
jected in this era of nuclear power in
which we are now well entered.

Under this strategy, we recognize that
the maximum potential military theater
of operations today is the entire globe.
That underscores the importance of the
250 bases we now maintain abroad.

An important segment of our defensive
arrangements is dependent on the contri-
bution by our allies in military forces,
in land for missile and naval bases, in
military facilities of all kinds, in eco-
nomic sacrifices by diversion of resources
from consumption to military purposes.
The constancy of our allies in making
their contributions and in refusing to
knuckle under to a Communist neighbor
is directly proportional to our own un-
yielding purpose and to our contribution
to the joint free-world defense.

The day is near when we will be called
upon to vote funds for the mutual secu-
rity program. By approving the Presi-
dent’s program, both the Communist and
the free world will clearly see our iron
purpose in meeting full-on the Soviet
threat.

THE MSP FOR FISCAL YEAR 1861

I turn now to the program the Presi-
dent has proposed for fiscal year 1961. It
includes three major elements: the eco-
nomic programs which we authorized re-
cently; the Development Loan Fund for
which the Congress authorized appropri-
ations last year; and the military assist-
ance program for which we have pro-
vided an open-ended authorization of
funds for 2 years.

Military assistance: Under this mili-
tary assistance authorization, the Presi-
dent has asked for $2 billion for fiscal
year 1961.

This is the sum recommended by
a committee of distinguished experts
headed by William H. Draper and desig-
nated by the President to make the most
searching study of the needs of our mili-
tary assistance program in the context
of our overall military security program.
This is the sum recommended by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff who have said in
the most categorical terms that this rep-
resents the most economical and effi-
cient use of funds to bolster America’'s
security, and that they would not want
one dollar transferred from this use to
our regular Defense Department budget.

What is this $2 billion needed for?

About $1.2 billion is simply to main-
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tain the present strength of forces on
the Communist frontiers in Korea, the
Republic of China, Vietnam, Pakistan,
Iran, Turkey, Greece, and others of our
NATO allies. But an essential part of
this program is for the modernization
and strengthening of the weapons avail-
able to our allied forces; and the tragedy
of any cut would be that it would neces-
sarily cut into—indeed, could prevent—
this very strengthening and modern-
ization.

I have heard it said as to our European
allies that with their improved econo-
mies they should carry a greater part of
the load; that we should be able to re-
duce our aid. I agree; and this is, in
fact, being done. The percentage of
U.S. contribution to NATO defense has
declined from 20 percent to 4 percent
since 1952. Last year alone the Euro-
pean NATO countries increased defense
spending by 11 percent,

This is the first solid accomplishment
I want to point to—a greatly improved
NATO defense without increase in cost
to the American taxpayer. In specific
terms, this means:

Thirty missile battalions under Gen-
eral Norstad's command in Europe;

The Thor missile with nuclear capa-
bility deployed in the United Kingdom;

Jupiter missiles being installed in Tur-
key and Italy;

Joint production of Sidewinder and
Hawk missiles by European countries;

Modern anti-submarine-warfare capa-
bility covering the limited sea outlets of
the Russian submarine fleet; and

Greatly increased firepower of inte-
grated NATO land forces which face the
40 Russian divisions in East Germany
and Poland.

About one-third of our military assist-
ance money goes to the Far East. The
forces we are helping in this theater are
nearly all directly confronting superior
Communist manpower. In some areas,
our weapons and ammunition are used
by allied forces in sporadic outbursts of
fighting. Taiwan and the offshore is-
lands of Quemoy and Matsu have been
reinforced with strong retaliatory fire-
power. In Vietnam and Laos, we have
provided equipment and training against
guerrilla warfare which now, thanks to
our joint efforts, has been greatly di-
minished and which presents no imme-
diate threat.

Eighteen Eorean divisions defend
South Korea against a new invasion from
the North, allowing U.S. troops to be re-
duced to two divisions. These vital land
forces are reinforced by a modern
Korean air force, naval units, and mis-
sile battalions supplied by the United
States.

There are a few examples of what mili-
tary assistance, under mutual security,
has accomplished. Without it, our col-
lective security agreements would be little
more than contracts of good intentions.
Without the forces which we help to arm,
either the security of the United States
would today br in grave danger, or we
would have a defense budget increased
many times over the $2 billion we are
asked to provide for military assistance.
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ECONOMIC AID FOR MILITARY STRENGTH

It would be worse than useless to pro-
vide an ally with equipment for military
forces if its economy broke under the
burdens of supporting such forces. To
prevent this, we help 12 of our allies with
economic aid in the form of defense sup-
port.

The need for such defense support as a
supplement to military assistance is self-
evident. A war-ruined and underde-
veloped country like Korea cannot alone
maintain an army of well over half a
million men in the free world interest.
Small countries like Greece and Turkey
cannot bear the whole economic burden
of large armies for land defense on the
flank of NATO and on the frontiers of the
Communist bloc. It would mean eco-
nomie chaos for these countries to try to
meet the whole cost of troop pay and
other expenses of outside military forces.
We fill the gap through our defense sup-
port program. It has a twofold effect.
On the one hand, our dollar aid is used
to import commodities and capital goods
which, wherever possible, contribute di-
rectly to economic development. On the
other hand, these goods are sold on local
markets and the proceeds are used by the
local government to meet a part of the
costs of their own military establish-
ment.

In countries like Pakistan, Korea, and
Cambodia, defense support may be the
margin between extinction and progress.
In Turkey, largely due to defense sup-
port, the gross national product has
nearly doubled since 1948. Spain, where
vital strategic airbases are now located,
with defense support, has shown great
economiec gains in the past few years.

Mr. President, at a luncheon in the
‘White House today, I had the honor to
sit in the presence of representatives of
the SEATO counfries. I met a number
of them. Many of them—perhaps most
of them—have skin whose color is dif-
ferent from yours and mine. They
represent diverse religions, cultures, and
economies. But they are all united in
their flerce desires to advance the cause
of freedom for themselves and for their
people. They stand shoulder to shoul-
der by the Government and the people
of the United States in an effort to deter
aggression—and I mean, essentially,
potential Communist aggression against
the free way of life. They, like Ameri-
cans, decline to accept the complete
regimentation of international commu-
nism.

I considered it a great honor to be
present. It will be one of my moving
recollections of my years in the Senate
that I met gallant and proud and able
representatives of countries which are
members of the Southeast Asia Treaty
Organization, all meeting together in
this free Capital of ours, to determine
the best means by which the security
of southeast Asia may be preserved—in-
deed, may be strengthened.

MUTUAL SECURITY AND ECONOMIC PROGRESS

I think that we are all keenly aware
that the strength of the free world rests
not alone on military power but on the
economic progress of its peoples. This is
particularly true in the less developed
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and the newly independent nations
where there is a surging demand for a
better way of life.

The United States has been responsive
to the aspirations of these peoples. We
are providing assistance to them through
our mutual security program.

Our chief means for moving skills and
investment capital to the underdeveloped
countries are the mutual security pro-
grams of technical assistance and the
Development Loan Fund. The President
has asked appropriations of $181 million
for technical cooperation, together with
$34.5 million for international technical
cooperation programs. He has asked
$700 million for the Development Loan
Fund. These programs are our response
to the people of the world struggling for
a better life. They make up our front-
line defense against Soviet economic
warfare. Through them, we heed the
urgent pleas of the new nations of Asia,
the Middle East, and Africa for help in
meeting the enormous problems of their
first months and years of existence. Six
more countries will become independent
in the coming months alone. They need
encouragement in their efforts to move
forward in freedom.

TECHNICAL COOPERATION—WORKING WITH

PEOPLE

Our technical cooperation program—
point 4, we call it—is undoubtedly the
best known of all our efforts. I shall not
dwell on it. Let me assert, however, that
the need to build skills, to educate, to
train is still fundamental to everything
else. In the new countries of Africa, for
example, the shortage of trained people
is very great. In the Belgian Congo,
there are said to be eight college gradu-
ates who are not Europeans—and many
of the Europeans are leaving as the Con-
go becomes independent.

Yet we have many solid accomplish-
ments to point to, and together with the
United Nations technical assistance pro-
grams and efforts of other countries, we
are beginning to fill the vacuum in skills,
training, and literacy. For example,
when the U.S.-financed Agricultural
Technical School in Ethiopia opened, 690
applications were received for 68 open-
ings. Each year, 120,000 Turkish Army
recruits are learning to read and write
under programs developed by American
language experts.

THE DEVELOPMENT LOAN FUND

This recently created Fund is the ulti-
mate source of capital for the underde-
veloped nations to turn to. In a little
over 2 years of operation, the Loan Fund
has financed large-scale projects in the
basic development fields of transport and
communications, power, large industry,
and mining. Of special importance, I
think, is its success in lending to local de-
velopment banks in other countries
which in turn lend sums of less than
$10,000 to small investors. These small
loans stimulate private enterprise, create
jobs, and help meet the demand for con-
sumption goods in underdeveloped coun-
tries. I emphasize that thisis a loan pro-
gram, not a grant program. For ex-
ample, a single one of these loans, to
assist rubber growing in Guatemala, will
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help employ 17,000 workers, supply rub-
ber for a new tire factory, produce $30
million worth of exports a year, and
open to the United States a nearby sup-
ply of strategic natural rubber.

The President has asked $700 million
for the Development Loan Fund for next
year. This is far less than the $1,100
million the Congress has authorized. It
is, I think, a logical and laudable re-
quest for funds that are desperately
needed for the development of nations
whose future is important to us. Cer-
tainly it should be provided in full.

SPECIAL ASSISTANCE

There are several nations with which
we do not have military assistance ar-
rangements, but in whose stability and
progress we have the greatest interest.
Several of these nations, such as Libya
and Morocco, provide us with base rights
of the greatest importance. The democ-
racy of Israel receives added strength
from this program. Others, such as Jor-
dan, could collapse, leaving the gravest
danger of chaos or worse, were it not for
our help which we provide through spe-
cial assistance.

I might mention Tunisia as an exam-
ple of one country where our special
assistance has borne fruit. Three years
ago, this small Arab counfry cut its ties
with France, and embarked on an at-
tempt to steer a democratic course
against the tides of Arab nationalism
and the subverting currents of commu-
nism. With the help of special assist-
ance from the United States, Tunisia has
recovered from the economiec shock that
accompanied independence, and has
established itself as a dynamic and pro-
gressive force in the Arab world. Tuni-
sia’s success in reaching its goals through
cooperation with the West is carefully
watched by the emerging African and
neighboring Arab States.

CONTINGENCY FUND

Past experience has faught us that
each year there will arise emergencies
and contingencies we cannot foresee.
Under these circumstances it is wise to
have available to the President a contin-
gency fund. The President requested
for that fund for next year $175 million,
and the Foreign Relations Committee
recommended the authorization of that
amount. I deeply regret that this fund
was cut to $155 million on the Senate
floor. The final conference action was
$150 million. To my mind, it is only too
obvious, under present circumstances,
that at least this full sum should be pro-
vided for the coming difficult year.

Who knows what the coming year
may bring? Why should the hand of any
President of our country be shackled in
such a way that he cannot have the
means by which to meet unforeseen con-
tingencies which might endanger the
security of the people of the United
States?

ERRORS IN MUTUAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION

‘We have heard much this year, as in
the past, of individual mistakes in the
conduct of the mutual security program.
There will probably be mistakes in the
future. This is bound to occur when we
build complex projects in backward
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areas and within primitive economic sys-
tems. In my comments, I have delib-
erately stressed individual instances
where we have succeeded. Almost none
of these success stories have received at-
tention in Conegress or in the American
press. For every publicized mistake in
this program, for every disappointing
project, there are thousands of cases
where, because of our efforts, people are
eating better, have jobs, are free of dis-
ease, are protected against Communist
guerrilla tactics or worse, have new land
to till, can read and write, have new hope
for their children, and have hopes for
freedom for themselves, for their fami-
lies, and for their countries. In the per-
spective of history, this may become the
most important thing the people of
America do today as a nation.
CONCLUSION

I do not believe that anyone can hon-
estly doubt the urgency of our need to
bind together the nations of the world,
still able to make a choice between
tyranny and freedom. United in our
common purpose, if we act with resolu-
tion and determination, in responding
to the needs of our free world friends and
allies, we will prevent the aggressive
plans of the Communist bloc from reach-
ing fruition. If history teaches us any-
thing, it is the tragedy of failing to stand
together in times of crisis. In one of his
most memorable speeches to the House
of Commons, which occurred after the
fall of France, Britain’s great leader,
Winston Churchill, said:

If we can stand up to him (Hitler), all
Europe may be free and the life of the world
may move forward into broad, sunlit up-
lands. But if we fail, then the whole world,
including the United States, including all
that we have known and cared for, will sink
into the abyss of a new Dark Age made more
sinister, and perhaps more protracted by the
lights of perverted science.

While the 1960’s are not identical with
the years of World War II, we may be
sure that if we fail to stand up to inter-
national communism, if we fail to make
the exertions which providence requires
of us, our failure will draw us closer to
the abyss of which Churchill spoke.

But we need not fail. We are on the
eve of achieving complete mastery over
the fallen forces of nature, on the seas,
on the land, and in the air, reaching out
toward the stars. It is within our power,
as the leader of the free world, to bring
a new birth of freedom to men every-
where.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, WiL-
Liams of New Jersey in the chair). The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr., KUCHEL, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

OVERALL LIMITATION OF FOREIGN
TAX CREDIT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 10087) to amend the
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Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to per-
mit taxpayers to elect an overall limita-
tion on the foreign tax credit.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the bill
now before the Senate, HR. 10087,
should not be considered in isolation, nor
can it be taken at face value. This bill
would provide a privileged minority of
American taxpayers with tax concessions
not available to very many. The prob-
lem here involved is part and parcel of
the larger problem of the proper method
of taxing the income earned abroad by
U.S. corporations. At the present time,
certain foreign taxes are allowed as
credits against the U.S. income tax; and,
furthermore, the incidence of the U.S.
tax varies, both as to rate and as to time
levied, with the organization of the for-
e%gn operating arm of the U.S. corpora-
tion.

Specifically, the bill would allow a U.S.
corporation, in taking credit for foreign
income, war profits, and excess profit
taxes against U.S. income taxes, to apply
either the per country limitation, now
in effect, or the overall limitation, at the
option of the corporation. This bill was
originally section 5 of House bill 5, the
so-called Boggs bill. For some reason,
this part of H.R. 5 was singled out for
special treatment. The Treasury op-
posed the provisions of this bill when
such provisions were embodied in sec-
tion 5 of the Boggs bill, in hearing be-
fore the Ways and Means Committee.

The foreign tax credit, considered as
a tax package, constitutes one of the
glaring loopholes In our tax laws.

To allow any item of expense or ex-
penditure as a credit against taxes, rath-
er than a deduction from income, vio-
lates all sound principles of taxation. All
such items, where it is proper to consider
them at all, should be treated as business
expenses and should be deducted from
gross income in arriving at the net in-
come subject to applicable tax rates.
The foreign tax credit should be abol-
ished, for it is basically unsound in prin-
ciple and is diseriminatory in practice.
Failing this, many changes should be
made to tighten existing laws and pro-
cedures governing this method of han-
dling the income tax on income earned
abroad. The bill now under considera-
tion does not do this, On the contrary,
it nibbles away a bit more around the
periphery of the foreign tax credit loop-
hole, for the benefit of a few taxpayers,
of whom not one has demonstrated an
inequity under present law.

This is a strange legislative perform-
ance, Mr. President—a bill to provide
tax favors in the amount of an estimated
$20 million annually, when there is at no
place in the record a showing of hard-
ship, unfairness, or inequity. There is
no equitable or sound argument in favor
of the passage of the pending bill.

The Congress of the United States,
since our present income tax laws first
became effective in 1913, has always
maintained the right to tax the income
of U.S. citizens or corporations on a
worldwide basis. The Congress has never
surrendered the right to tax, or to legis-
late concerning the taxation of, income
of U.S. corporations earned anywhere in
the world.
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This principle is seldom openly at-
tacked. Instead, those who would profit
from a broadening of the foreign tax
credit loophole seek to do so on grounds
varying from expediency to economic
foreign policy. Most of the arguments,
however, boil down to excuses for re-
questing tax benefits to which the cor-
porations concerned are not entitled,
That is the case here, specifically.

The proper handling of multijurisdic-
tional taxation, foreign or domestie, has
long presented a problem. Prior to 1918
all foreign taxes, including income taxes,
were treated as deductible expenses, just
as were taxes levied by States or local
governments within the United States.
That is how it should be now. But, as
a matter of expediency or accommoda-
tion, and on the grounds that American
corporations operating abroad were
allegedly at a competitive disadvantage
with foreign corporations, foreign income
taxes in 1918 were placed in a separate
category from taxes imposed by domestic
Jjurisdictions; and it was provided by law
that foreign income taxes could be either
credited against taxes owed to the United
States or allowed as deductions from
income at the option of the taxpayer.

It is not difficult to guess which choice
would usually be made on a profitable
foreign operation by a U.S. corporation.

Taxes levied by domestic jurisdictions,
States, and local governments, continued
to be treated as deductions against in-
come. This, of course, actually operates
as a diserimination against business
within the United States in competition
with business in foreign countries.

Let us take, for instance, two sugar
mills, one in Florida and the other in
Cuba, or one in Louisiana and the other
in Cuba. The taxes paid to the States
of Florida or Louisiana would be de-
ducted from the income of the corpora-
tion to determine taxable income, but
another corporation, or the same cor-
poration doing business in Cuba, would
not deduct the taxes it pays to Cuba
from income, but it would receive, under
the law, a credit against its taxes to the
U.S. Government for income taxes paid
to the Government of Cuba.

The same thing would be true with
respect to an automobile assembly plant
or some other operation in Windsor,
Canada, and in Detroit, Mich. These
examples will serve to illustrate the in-
equity of the foreign tax credit provi-
sion in the law. It is to make the for-
eign tax credit a little more of an in-
equity, a little larger tax loophole, a
little sweeter benefit to which no en-
titlement has been shown, that the
pending bill is before the Senate. That
is the effect of the bill. That is the pur-
pose of it.

In my view, the Senate should be busy-
ing itself with eliminating tax loop-
holes, rather than seeking to make them
gradually larger.

There has been at least one deter-
mined effort to abolish the foreign tax
credit. In 1933 the House Ways and
Means Committee designated a sub-
committee to “investigate methods of
preventing the evasion and avoidance of
the internal revenue laws, to consider
means of improving and simplifying
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such laws, and to study possible new
sources of revenue.” This subcommit-
tee, sometimes known as the Hill sub-
committee, rendered a report to the
Ways and Means Committee,

I ask unanimous consent that a por-
tion of this recommendation be printed
at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the extract
was ordered to be printed in the REcoORD,
as follows:

Your subcommittee recommends complete
elimination of the provision of the present
law (sec. 131, Revenue Act of 1932) allowing
forelgn income taxes to be credited against
Federal income tax. The present provision
discriminates in favor of American citizens
and domestic corporations doing business
abroad as compared with those doing busi-
ness in this country. For Instance, an
American citizen who pays a State income
tax is only entitled under the present law
to deduct such tax from his gross income
in arriving at his net income subject to the
Federal tax. He is not permitted to offset
his State Income tax against his Federal
income tax. However, if an American citi-
zen pays an income tax to a forelgn coun-
try, the present law allows him, under cer-
tain limitations, to reduce his Federal in-
come tax by the amount of such foreign
tax. Furthermore, a domestic corporation
doing business in this country is also only
allowed a deduction from gross income for
the Income taxes pald to the States. How-
ever, an American corporation doing busi-
ness abroad, either directly or through a
subsidiary company, is entitled, subject to
certain limitations, to offset its Federal tax
by the amount of income taxes pald to a
foreign country. This discrimination s par-
ticularly noticeable in view of the recent
decision of the SBupreme Court holding that
the term “forelgn country” as used in the
credit sectlons means not only a foreign
state T in international law but
any political subdivision thereof, no matter
how small.

Under the Revenue Acts of 1913, 1916, and
1917, a taxpayer was not entitled to any
credit for taxes pald to a foreign country.
These early acts permitted taxes paid to a
forelgn country to be deducted only from
gross income, which was also the rule ap-
plied in the case of State, county, and
municipal taxes.

Your subcommittee is of the opinion that
taxes pald to foreign countries should be
treated in the same manner as taxes pald to
the States and should only be allowed as a
deduction from gross income. It is esti-
mated that the elimination of the foreign-
tax credit will increase the Government rev-
enues by about $10 million annually.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, unfortu-
nately, the Treasury Department op-
posed this recommendation on the
grounds that a change would injure
American exports. I do not believe such
grounds could be supported today.

In spite of Treasury opposition, the
Ways and Means Committee, and the
House, felt a change in the law was de-
sirable and the revenue bill of 1934, as
passed by the House, provided that only
one-half of foreign income taxes could be
credited against U.S. income taxes. The
Senate Finance Committee killed this
move.

The eredit approach to the handling of
foreign income taxes has remained the
basic law, although a great many
changes have been made from time to
time to broaden this favor. At the
present time, then, our tax laws provide
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a haven for foreign income, war profits,
and excess profits taxes which is not
available to other kinds of taxes. Be-
cause of this, many U.S. corporations
have established foreign branches or
subsidiaries to compete in the U.S.
market, sometimes with the product of
the domestic corporation itself.

Allowing credit for these foreign taxes
rather than treating them as deductions
against income, has given rise to many
abuses. Companies such as the Arabian
American Oil Co., for example, have been
able to persuade the governments of the
host countries in which their principal
operations are conducted to classify roy-
alties and other charges as income taxes,
thus denying the TU.S. Government
many millions of dollars in taxes right-
fully belonging, as I see it, to the U.S.
Government. I say “rightfully belong-
ing,” because in the theory of our sys-
tem of internal revenue, taxes are levied
upon income earned anywhere in the
world.

I cannot give the details as to specific
U.S. corporations, but I say to the Sen-
ate that in executive session of the Sen-
ate Committee on Finance I have had an
opportunity to examine the tax returns
and the tax records of certain U.S. cor-
porations. These returns show income
running into enormous figures for
corporations which have paid absolutely
no taxes whatsoever to the U.S. Govern-
ment for a period of several years.

The Senate has before it now, despite
that situation, a bill to broaden the loop-
hole—only a little, but it is estimated at
$20 million annually. Perhaps that is not
considered very large, but it takes a great
many taxpayers paying a few dollars
a week from their pay checks to pay to
the U.S. Government the sum of $20
million in taxes.

Some large corporations pay very little,
if any, taxes to the U.S. Government.
Many abuses connected with subsidi-
aries, including the use of third country
tax havens, have been made possible.

Many arguments have been advanced
for continuing and broadening the for-
eign tax credit loophole. Generally
speaking, the arguments can be grouped
under three general headings:

First. The foreign tax credit is neces-
sary to prevent double taxation. This
argument assumes that double taxa-
tion—that is, the taxation of the same
income by more than one government—
is wrong per se. Our tax laws recognize
no such prineciple. There is essentially
no difference, so far as a taxpayer is
concerned, between a State income tax
and an income tax levied by a foreign
government. So-called double taxation
is not avoided in the case of State taxes
by allowing such taxes to be deducted as
an item of business expense. What is
accomplished is an accommodation
which works satisfactorily. The foreign
tax credit represents an accommeodation,
just as does the allowance of the State
income tax as a deduction. Either is a
compromise. The tax credit, however,
is wrong in principle.

Second. It is said that a dollar earned
anywhere should be subject to the same
tax. This objective, if it is a proper ob-
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jective, is not achieved by the foreign tax
credit. A dollar earned through a sub-
sidiary operating abroad does not bear
the same tax burden as does a dollar
earned in New York or New Orleans.

Third. It is said that the foreign tax
credit encourages private investment
abroad. This is the argument which is
most often advanced today to justify tax
preferences to companies operating
abroad. It is true that a desirable in-
gredient of our foreign economic policy
is an increased private investment
abroad. Achieving this increased invest-
ment by means of tax incentives is not,
however, the most appropriate method.
Such incentives do not necessarily direct
investment into the most desirable chan-
nels or into the most desirable areas of
the world. There is a great deal of dif-
ference, insofar as the furtherance of our
national objectives is concerned, between
encouraging a manufacturer to begin
assembling automobiles in Germany and
encouraging a food processor to open a
plant in India. The foreign tax credit
may promote undesirable development.
There are better, more direct, and more
manageable means of promoting desir-
able foreign investment and develop-
ment.

Several arguments can be made
against the foreign tax credit. I should
like to invite attention to three which I
consider pertinent.

First. The foreign tax credit allows the
foreign government to determine the ef-
fective U.S. tax rate, operating fre-
quently as a preemption. It has been
alleged that many foreign governments
have tended to adjust their tax rates to
the U.S.rate. Be this as it may, we have
given the foreign government, through
the mechanism of the foreign tax credit,
the power to decide whether the United
States can collect taxes on income of U.S.
corporations earned abroad at the rate of
52 percent, 20 percent, 10 percent, or 0
percent.

Second. The benefits of foreign tax
credits accrue to a relatively few com-
panies. According to a study of this
problem made in 1955, it was then esti-
mated that 40 percent of all foreign in-
vestment is accounted for by 10 U.S. cor-
porations and 71 percent by 62 corpora-
tions. Any concessions made in the form
of tax reductions would necessarily ac-
crue very largely to these few corpora-
tions. It was estimated that 25 to 50
corporations would receive half the bene-
fits from any tax reductions, and nearly
all the benefits from such reductions
would be received by 150 corporations.

Third. Benefits aceruing to corpora-
tions as a result of the foreign tax credit
do not necessarily further national ob-
jectives. It was formerly felt that most
of the benefits derived from the foreign
tax credit accrued to export operations
and thus benefited the entire American
economy. This does not now appear to
be the case. On the contrary, the foreign
tax credit now encourages the establish-
ment of manufacturing concerns in for-
eign countries where goods are produced
which are in direct competition with
American exports or become competitive
as imports into the United States. It
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would also appear that, except for those
corporations engaged in the extractive
industries, the foreign investment which
is encouraged by the foreign fax credit
takes place largely in countries which are
already highly developed. The export of
capital to such areas may not further
national objectives at all, but instead
may add to the competition which al-
ready exists for American exports and,
furthermore, it directly complicates our
critical balance-of-payments problem.
The foreign tax credit may equally pro-
mote the desirable or undesirable.

In amplification of the above reference
to national objectives, it is pertinent to
cite a few facts.

Many who wish to increase private
Ameriecan investment abroad in the un-
derdeveloped areas feel that such private
investment can replace foreign aid. This
is not possible. Private investment, with
or without tax incentives, goes where it
can produce a good return. In most of
the underdeveloped countries the public
sector must first be built up. Only then
will there be a base on which private in-
vestment can build.

At the present time, our investments
abroad amount to about $29 billion.
This is double the amount of our foreign
investments only 7 years ago, and the
tempo of oversea investment continues
to increase.

A great deal of this investment—in
fact, most of it—is going where, from
a foreign policy point of view, it is not
needed and may indeed be harmful to
American interests. One of our for-
eign-policy objectives is to build up the
underdeveloped countries of Asia, the
Middle East and Africa. We are at-
tempting the economic buildup of these
areas in two ways: First, Government
funds in the form of mutual security
grants, or loans by one of several Gov-
ernment agencies, provide capital to
build up the public sector and, in some
instances, the private sector of the econ-
omy of these countries. Secondly, ef-
forts are being made to encourage pri-
vate investment in these underdevel-
oped regions.

It is alleged by those wheo favor tax
incentives that such incentives will en-
courage private investment in areas
where such investment is needed. The
facts do not bear this out.

Tax forgiveness applied indiscrim-
inately across the board will not pull
investments into the underdeveloped
areas. Private investment goes where
it can command the highest return with-
out undue risk. Tax forgiveness, if it
affects this process at all, merely speeds
the flow of funds into the same areas
where such funds would flow without tax
forgiveness. During recent years new
U.S. investment in the underdeveloped
countries of Asia, the Middle East, and
Africa has amounted to only about $100
million per year, and a great deal of
even this small amount has gone into
petroleum development in a few coun-
tries. Last year, for instance, accord-
ing to the Wall Street Journal, private
U.S. capital in the amount of $439 mil-
lion moved into Western Europe, $427
million went into Canada, $193 million
went into Latin America, and only $145
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million was invested in all the other
areas in the world. This was new
money and does not include reinvest-
ment of earnings in those areas. It
seems clear to me these figures indicate
that our foreign investment is not being
directed into the areas where it is really
needed.

The tax incentive has not been a gov-
erning factor in the direction of the
flow of capital abroad. As an example
of this, I cite the fact that U.S, invest-
ment in Western Europe increased 135
percent from 1950 to 1959, while during
the same period investment in Latin
America increased only 92 percent, and
the Western Hemisphere Trade Act al-
ready gives to Latin American invest-
ments a tremendous tax advantage.

I favor American aid to the underde-
veloped countries. This uncommitted
one-third of the world will play, in the
future, a decisive role in world events.
As my record will show, I have vigorous-
ly supported a progressive, liberalized
international frade program.

I favor, also, the extension of tech-
nical assistance and economic aid to the
underdeveloped areas. There are ways
in which the Government can accom-
plish these objectives. There are ways
in which the Government can give di-
rection to programs which will accom-
plish these objectives.

I think it is undoubtedly true that in-
creased investment in the underdevel-
oped areas of the world would further
the objectives of American foreign pol-
icy. I do not believe that tax forgive-
ness is a proper or efficacious way of di-
recting investment to those areas.

Certainly we do not need increased
U.S. investment in Western Europe and
Canada, nor do we need increased invest-
ment in the extractive industries, par-
ticularly oil.

There are at least three reasons for not
encouraging additional U.S. investment
in the already heavily industrialized
areas. To begin with, such investments
are likely to create frictions. Secondly,
such investments complicate our balance
of payments problem, and thirdly, such
investments today do not encourage
American export as may have been the
case 30 years ago, but instead are pri-
marily used to establish manufacturing
facilities for the production of goods
abroad which not only compete with our
own exports, but even come back into
the American market to compete with
goods produced here at home. Let me
expand on these thoughts briefly.

As for American investments creating
friction abroad, we are just now begin-
ning to experience such friction. Let me
give one example, however, of what we
may expect to become more acute in the
next few years. Geneva, Switzerland,
has become a center, largely due to the
Swiss tax structure, for U.S. holding
companies. Switzerland is what is often
referred to as a third country tax haven.

Americans are moving into Geneva at
a rapid rate. So far, most of the citizens
of Geneva appear to welcome the influx
of Americans. The Union of Patriotic
Societies, however, an organization said
to be somewhat eomparable to the Amer-
ican Legion, has begun to complain of
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the housing shortage and the fact that
foreigners are moving in to make the sit-
uation even more acute. According to
the Wall Street Journal:

Most U.S. firms are beginning to soft-pedal
talk of their Swiss operations for fear of
stirring up more local opposition. Com-
plaints already have attracted the attention
of U.S. diplomats.

As I said, Mr. President, we are just
beginning to see some of the friction and
hear some of the complaints caused by
increased American business activity
abroad. We can expect a great deal
more of this sort of thing, particularly in
Western Europe, Canada, and certain
Latin American countries as local firms
begin to feel the pinch of competition
from American-owned enterprises.

As for our balance-of-payments prob-
lem, this problem has been acute for the
last few years and our loss of gold,
coupled with the inereased holdings of
dollar balances in this country by for-
eign interests, has caused concern.

Contrary to the thinking of some, our
adverse balance-of-payments position
has not been caused by American ex-
ports being priced out of foreign markets.
It has not been caused by an excess of
imports of goods and services over ex-
ports of goods and services, as so many
seem to think. Indeed, we continue to
maintain a favorable balance insofar as
goods and services are concerned. The
trouble comes when we must make ad-
justments for military expenditures
abroad, foreign aid expenditures abroad,
and the movement of private capital
abroad. So far as I am concerned, our
national objectives will be attained more
readily by curtailing the movement of
private capital into already developed
areas rather than encouraging such
movement by offering even more tax
incentives.

As for the competition which we are
encouraging for ourselves, let me cite
some figures. In 1958, U.S. businesses
spent 17 percent of their total capital
outlays overseas. Preliminary figures
for 1959 indicate private overseas invest-
ments amounted to at least $2 billion.
More startling, perhaps, are future plans
of several large American companies.
According to the Wall Street Journal,
nearly half of Goodyear Tire & Rubher
Co. expenditures for expansion and
modernization will be spent overseas.
General Motors will spend $200 million
to expand foreign subsidiaries in future
months. Firestone expects to spend 25
to 30 pereent of its capital outlays during
the next 14 months abroad. Kaiser
Aluminum will spend $20 million abroad
this year, out of a total 1960 capital out-
lay of only $25 million. Many other
similar figures could be given.

A great deal of the optimism voiced
by certain economic prophets in this
country is based on the rather large
projected expenditures for capital out-
lays by U.S. business, outlays for expan-
sion and modernization. These spokes-
men fail to point out that an increasing
percentage of these total outlays repre-
sent expenditures abroad. These ex-
penditures do not create jobs for Amer-
ican labor. These expenditures do not
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create additional purchasing power
within the domestic economy. These
expenditures will, over the years, fatten
the pocketbooks of a few large stock-
holders at the expense of the whole
American economy.

Let me say again that if investments
abroad could be channeled into the un-
derdeveloped areas, I would support ap-
propriate means for such channelization.
Tax incentives applied across the board,
however, do not operate to channel in-
vestment where needed. It merely in-
creases the flow in already established
channels.

As I have pointed out, there are se-
rious objections to the foreign tax credit
in prineiple and in practical operation.
Aside from the principles involved, how-
ever, there are further serious defects in
our laws relating to foreign tax credits.
The most serious of these are:

First. No tax is levied on the income
of subsidiaries until such income is re-
mitted in the form of dividends to the
parent company in the United States.

Second. Because of the way in which
foreign taxes paid by subsidiaries are
credited, it is often possible, particularly
if a third country tax haven is employed,
to reduce the effective 52-percent U.S.
tax rate to an effective rate of slightly
more than 40 percent.

Third. The Western Hemisphere trade
corporation is an historical accident and
should be abolished.

Fourth. Treasury officials do not have
proper information as to the activities
of foreign subsidiaries of U.S. corpora-
tions.

Earlier today the Senate agreed to
two amendments which I proposed which
will, if finally enacted into law, provide
proper and necessary information to the
U.S. Treasury. Adoption of these
amendments, however, will only par-
tially cure the ills of the foreign tax
credit provisions in the law.

To return to the subject bill, H.R.
10087, more specifically, the main rea-
son which has been advanced for its
adoption is that some companies regard
their foreign operations as one opera-
tion and they, therefore, should be al-
lowed to adopt the overall limitation.
Other companies, it is said, regard oper-
ations in each foreign country as a sep-
arate operation and these companies
should, therefore, if they so desire, be
allowed to use the per country limita-
tion. It is certainly a strange concept
of tax law which allows a company to
choose any method of computing its tax
which it desires merely because such a
method comports with the concept
which that company holds as to its own
operations. This is about as logical as
allowing an individual to regard himself
as a corporation for tax purposes in any
year his income puts him in a bracket
higher than 52 percent, and pay his in-
come tax accordingly.

In 1954 the per country limitation was
decided on. Insofar as we may wish, and
are able, to use tax policy to further na-
tional economic policy, this limitation is
more appropriate than is the overall
limitation. When a corporation opens
up a new plant or undertakes a new op-
eration in a new country, it is quite likely
to undergo a loss for a few years in that
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country. In such a case the company is
generally better off under the per coun-
try limitation than under the overall
limitation. Existing law, to that extent,
does encourage U.S. corporations to be-
gin new operations in new, and it may be
hoped, underdeveloped countries.

The amendments adopted by the Sen-
ate Finance Committee are excellent and
do much to make this bill more nearly
acceptable. Despite these improvements
in the bill, however, it still represents an
effort to enlarge an existing loophole in
the tax laws without justification. This
bill will result in an annual loss of reve-
nue to the U.S. Government of about $20
million. In effect, a gift of this amount
will be made to taxpayers who have
shown neither need nor deserts to such
largess. This is another example of a
special bill to give tax relief to “some-
body'—usually a few—when the crying
need is for more equitable tax laws for all.

Mr. President, tomorrow I expect to
ask to have considered my amendments
Nos. 5-26—60 B, C, and D, which are at
the clerk’s desk and available for all
Members. I hope that the Senate will
give careful consideration to these
amendments, and I shall address the
Senate on this subject further tomorrow.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, if there is
no further business to come before the
Senate at this time, I move that the
Senate adjourn until 12 o'clock noon
tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o'clock and 36 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Wednesday,
June 1, 1960, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received by the
Senate May 31, 1960:

IN THE ARMY

The following-named officer, under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 3066, to be assigned to a position of
importance and responsibility designated by
the President under subsection (a) of sec-
tion 3066, in rank as follows:

Maj. Gen. Lionel Charles McGarr, 017225,
U.8. Army, In the rank of lieutenant general.

CONFIRMATION

Executive nomination confirmed by
the Senate May 31, 1960:
U.S. DisTRICT JUDGE
Oren R. Lewis, of Virginia, to be U.S. dis-
trict judge for the eastern district of Vir-
ginia.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuvespay, May 31, 1960

The House met at 12 o’clock noon,
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Hebrews 10: 22: Let us hold fast the
confession of our faith, without waver-
ing, for He who promised is faithful.

Almighty God, whose bountiful provi-
dence is everywhere and continually sup-
plying us with Thy grace and goodness,
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may we seek to bring our daily life into
perfect tune with the beneficent spirit
of our blessed Lord and in sympathetic
touch with the needs and longings of
humanity, in its weakness and weariness.

Deliver us in these turbulent and trou-
blous times from all resentful and rebel-
lious tempers of mind lest we become too
indifferent to face life’s challenging de-
mands with faith and too discouraged to
look with hope for the dawning of a bet-
ter day.

May our moods of frustration and de-
spondency be supplanted by a faith that
is not merely a theory or a tradition but
a dynamic reality, making us aware and
responsive to Thy conquering love and
sustaining us with courage as we aspire
and struggle to build the kingdom of
peace and good will.

Hear us in Christ’'s name. Amen.

T ———
THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of Fri-
day, May 27, 1960, was read and ap-
proved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
McGown, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed a bill and a
joint resolution of the following titles, in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested:

5.1617. An act to provide for the adjust-
ment of the legislative jurisdiction exercised
by the United States over land in the sev-
eral States used for Federal purposes, and
for other purposes; and

8.J. Res. 127. Joint resolution to help make
available to those children in our country
who are handicapped by deafness the special-
ly trained teachers of the deaf needed to
develop their abilities and to help make avail-
able to individuals suffering speech and hear-
ing impairments those specially trained
speech pathologists and audiologists needed
to help them overcome their handicaps.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION
AUTHORIZATION, 1961

Mr. VINSON submitted a conference
report and statement on the bill (H.R.
10777) to authorize certain construction
at military installations, and for other
purposes.

GOVERNMENT SUBSIDY FOR AIR
CARRIERS

Mr. MACEK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the REcorb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Tllinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. MACK. Mr. Speaker, on Friday
of last week I was pleased to learn that
Capital Airlines had withdrawn ifs re-
quest for a $12 million subsidy. This
was a wise decision on the part of Cap-
ital management because I do not be-
lieve that it would have been right for
the Civil Aeronautics Board to grant this
subsidy. Furthermore, I do not believe
the Congress would be receptive to the
idea of appropriating $12 million each
vear for a grant to one airline. I regret
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that Capital Airlines has encountered
these financial difficulties but I do not
feel that the public trough is the place
to solve them.

Two weeks ago the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Vanik] and I in-
troduced bills to prohibit the payment
of subsidy to a domestic trunk carrier.
Our action was not aimed at Capital,
but I am elated that the CAB did not
open the door in this case.

There is no reason for any domestic
trunk carrier to return to subsidy. This
is no longer an infant industry. The
trunk carriers have been operating for
over 22 years and have found their place
in the transportation world. Like all
business their problems such as financ-
ing will continue. Tremendous amounts
of money will be involved. Airplanes of
the future will cost between $5 million
and $50 million each. While it will be
difficult for the airlines to arrange satis-
factory financing, I certainly do not want
the Congress to open the door to these
staggering subsidy figures.

Mr. Speaker, I have today requested
that my Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce hold hearings on my
bill terminating subsidies for domestic
trunk carriers. I am hoping that this
Congress will enact my legislation so
that this problem of Government subsidy
for air carriers will not be recurring.

HOME RULE FOR THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

Mr. CURTIS of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks at this point in the
Recorp and toinclude extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, tomorrow I am going to take the floor
under special order to discuss the rea-
sons why I believe a petition to discharge
the District of Columbia Committee from
further consideration of home rule for
the District of Columbia and to bring
the matter to the House for debate and
vote is justified. In my remarks tomor-
row I am going to refer to the “Legisla-
tive History of Home Rule for the Dis-
triet of Columbia From 1947-60" which
I asked the Library of Congress to pre-
pare for me. I am also placing in the
Recorp a previous study made by the
Library of Congress of September 29,
1954, which gives further information in
regard to home rule for the District of
Columbia. I wanted these documents
to be available for the benefit of the Dis-
triet of Columbia Committee and any-
one who might want to take exception
to them when I discuss this matter to-
morrow.

Herewith follow the two documents:
LeGISLATIVE HisTorY OF HoME RULE FOR
WasHINGTON 1947-60

The modern campaign to restore local self-
government in the District of Columbia dates
from the lst session of the 80th Congress.
There follows a summary of the steps taken
in this campaign in the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives and the U.S. Senate during the
years 1947-60, to date.
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EIGHTIETH CONGRESS (1947—48)

On May 29, 1947, the House approved
House Resolution 185, which authorized its
Committee on the District of Columbia to
investigate and study reorganization and
home rule for the District of Columbia.
House Resolution 228, providing $15,000 for
the study, passed the House on June 12,
1947.

Mr. DmrxsgN, then chairman of the House
Districet of Columbia Committee, assigned the
task of making the investigation and study
to the Home Rule and Reorganization Sub-
committee whose members were Mr. Auchin-
closs, chairman, and Messrs, McGarvey, Allen,
Jones of Washington, Jones of Alabama,
Deane, and McMillan.

At the request of the subcommittee, the
Legislative Reference Service of the Library
of Congress reviewed the many previous
studies of the District government and pre-
pared a report on the organization and ad-
ministration of the District government
which was published as a committee print.
The Legislative Reference Service also pre-
pared a series of illustrative charts showing
the organization of agencies providing gov-
ernmental services to the District of Colum-
bila which, together with an explanation,
were also published as a committee print.

From June 30 to July 25, 1947, the sub-
committee held a series of hearings on pro-

for home rule and reorganization of
the District government. On the basis of its
hearings and studies, the subcommittee is-
sued a preliminary report, dated November
2, 1947.

Following this a bill was prepared for the
study of the subcommittee, providing for
home rule and reorganization in the District
of Columbia, and was introduced as HR.
4902 by Mr, AUcHINCLOSS on January 12,
1948, On the same day a companion bill,
S. 1968, was Introduced In the Senate by
Mr. Ball. These bills were accompanied by
a House report, dated January 12, 1948. A
subcommittee print explaining H.R. 4002 and
8. 1868 was issued on February 2, 1948. At
the same time a memorandum on the con-
stitutionality of these measures, prepared by
House legislative counsel, was released as a
committee print.

On February 2-10, 1948, jJoint hearings
were held before the House and Senate Sub-
committee on Home Rule and Reorganiza-
tion, sitting jointly, on H.R. 4902 and 5.
1968. In the light of testimony received at
these hearings, the bill was further refined
and reintroduced by Mr. AUCHINCLOSS as
H.R. 6227 on April 14, 1848, accompanied by
a revised report.

The full District of Columbia Committee
held meetings for the consideration of H.R.
6227 on April 21, 26, and May 3, 4, 1948, and
approved the bill for report on May 4, 1948.
On May 6, 1948, Mr. AvcHINCLOSS submitted
H.R. 6227 and the accompanylng report, No.
1876, to the House. The House debated the
bill on May 24 and 25 and passed two test
votes on the measure, but did not complete
consideration of the bill which was laid aside
and remained the unfinished business of the
House at the end of the 80th Congress. No
further action was taken in the Senate on
B. 1968.

EIGHTY-FIRST CONGRESS (1949-50)

On March 23, 1949, Senator Kefauver (for
himself and Senators Hendrickson, Hunt,
MecCarthy, McGrath, Miller, Neely, and
Schoeppel) introduced S. 1365, to provide
for home rule and reorganization in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. 8. 1365 was referred to
the Senate District of Columbia Committee
and by it to its Subcommittee on Home Rule
on March 25, 1949. On Ap-il 7, 1949, the
same group of Senators and Mrs. SamrTH, of
Maine, introduced 8. 15627 in lleu of S. 1365.
8. 1527 was referred to the Home Rule Sub-
committee on April 8, reported favorably in
the Senate on April 19, 1949 (S. Rept. No.
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271), passed the Senate on May 31, 10849,
without a record vote and was referred to the
House District of Columbia Committee on
June 1, 1949,

Meanwhile, three bills providing for home
rule and reorganization in the District of
Columbia had been introduced in the House:
HR. 28 by Mr. AucHINCLOSS on January 3,
1949; H.R. 2505 by Mr, Marcantonio on Feb-
ruary 8, 1949; and H.R. 4081 by Mr. Klein on
June 2, 1949. These bills and S, 1527 were
referred to the Judiciary Subcommittee of
the House District of Columbia Committee
as well as to the District Commissioners for
their suggested amendments which were sub-
sequently received on July 14. Hearings on
all four home rule biils were held by the
Judiciary Subcommittee on June 28, 29,
July 7, 14, 15, 20, 25, and 27, 1949, and were
printed. On August 16, 1949, the subcom-
mittee tabled S. 15627 and H.R. 4981. On Au-
gust 19 the full committee sustained this ac-
tion of the subcommittee. On October 14,
1948, Mr. EennNeEpY of Massachusetts filed
discharge petition No. 19 on 8. 1527, but the
District Committee was not discharged from
further consideration of the home rule bill
because of insufficient signatures on the dis-
charge petition. The number of signatures
then required was 218, and It was reported
in the press that only 196 Members of the
House had signed the petition.

EIGHTY-SECOND CONGRESS (1851-52)

Six bills providing for home rule and re-
organization in the District of Columbhia
were introduced in the House in the 82d
Congress: H.R. 1940, by Mr. Buchanan, on
January 23, 1951; H.R. 2093, by Mr. Klein,
on January 25, 1851; H.R. 2103, by Mr. Tol-
lefson, on January 25, 1851; H.R. 2104, by
Mr., Widnall, on January 25, 1951; H.R. 2797,
by Mr. Miller of California, on February 20,
1951; and H.R. 4857, by Mr. Klein, on July 18,
1951. All these bills were referred to the
District Commissioners for their comments
and to the Judiciary Subcommittee for its
consideration. The subcommlttee con-
sidered the first five bills on February 27,
1951, and postponed action.

Meanwhile, three bills providing for home
rule and reorganization in the District of
Columbia were Introduced in the Senate in
the 82d Congress: S. 656 by Mr. KeFauveR and
10 other Senators on January 24, 1951; B.
1237 by Senator €ase of South Dakota on
April 2, 1951; and S. 1976 by Senator Case
and 21 other Senators on August 9, 1951.
Hearings were held on 8. 656 before the Sen-
ate Subcommittee on Home Rule and Reor-
ganization on February 20-22, March 1 and 5,
1951, and were printed. On April 3, 1951,
the subcommittee reported S. 656 favorably
with amendments. On April 11 the full Dis-
trict Committee deferred action on the bill.
And on April 26 a motion to report S. 656
was rejected by a tie vote of 6-6 in the full
committee.

On August 9, 1961, S. 1976 was introduced
jointly by 22 Senators as a substitute for 5.
656. On August 10, S. 1976 was referred to
the Home Rule Subcommittee which held a
1-day hearing on it. On the same day S.
1976 was reported favorably by the full com-
mittee (S, Rept. No. 630). It passed the Sen-
ate on January 22, 1952, without a record
vote and was referred to the House District
of Columbia Committee the next day.

On January 24, 1952, 8. 1976, the Senate-
passed home rule bill, was referred to the
Judiciary Bubcommittee of the House Dis-
trict of Columbia Committee which held
hearings on it on March 17, 18, 19, 24, and
25, and April 1, 1952. The hearings were
printed. On May 9, 1952, the subcommittee
considered S. 1976 and tabled it. No further
action occurred during the 82d Congress.

EIGHTY-THIRD CONGRESS (1853—54)

In the 83d Congress only one home rule
bill was introduced in the House. It was
H.R. 1395, by Mr, Klein, on January 9, 1853.
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It was referred to the District Commissioners
on January 14 and to the Judiclary Subcom-
mittee of the District of Columbia Commit-
tee on February 5. No further action on
H.R. 13856 occurred during this Congress.

In the Senate Mr. CaseE of South Dakota,
chairman of the District of Columbia Com-
mittee, and 31 other Senators, introduced S.
969 on February 18, 19563, to provide an
elected city council, school board, and non-
voting delegate to the House of Representa-
tives for the District of Columbia. S. 999
was referred to the Subcommittee on the
Judiciary on February 20 which held hear-
ings on it on July 1 (hearings printed), and
reported it favorably with amendments on
July 8. On July 9, 1953, further considera-
tion of S. 999 was indefinitely postponed in
favor of 8. 2413, a similar bill which was
introduced by the same group of Senators
and reported favorably by the full committee
on July 23, 1953, in lieu of 8. 999 (S. Rept.
No. 612). No further action on S. 2413 oc-
curred in the Senate during this Congress.

EIGHTY-FOURTH CONGRESS (1955-58)

In the B4th Congress Mr. Neely, chairman
of the Senate District of Columbia Commit-
tee, and 33 other Senators introduced S. 669
on January 24, 1855, a bill to provide an
elected mayor, city council, school board, and
nonvoting delegate to the House of Repre-
sentatives for the District of Columbia. The
full District of Columbia Committee held
hearings on this bill on February 3, 16, and
22, 1956 (hearings printed) and reported it
favorably with amendments (S. Rept. No.
253) on April 28, 1855. S. 669 passed the
Senate on June 29, 1955, by a vote of 59 to
15. The next day it was referred to the
House District of Columbia Committee.

No action was taken by the House District
of Columbia Committee on S. 669 from June
30, 1955, to February 15, 1956. On the latter
date the bill was referred to the Judiciary
Subcommittee of the House District of Co-
Iumbia Committee which considered it on
March 6 and decided to hold a hearing at a
later date. No further action on S. 669 was
taken on the House side during the 84th
Congress.

EIGHTY-FIFTH CONGRESS (1957—58)

In the 85th Congress, Mr. Neely (for him-
self and Mr. MorsE) introduced S. 1289 in “he
Senate on February 19, 1957. 8. 1289 pro-
vided an elected mayor, city council, school
board, and nonvoting Delegate to the House
of Representatives for the District of Colum-
bia. On March 13, 1957, it was referred to
the Judiciary Subcommittee, which held
hearings on it on July 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 23,
1957, and on January 31, 1858. It was con-
sidered by the full Senate District of Colum-
b;a Committee on March 11 and April 30,
1058.

Meanwhile, Mr, BEaLL and 12 other Sena-
tors had infroduced S. 1846 on April 10, 1957.
5. 1846 was a bill to provide for the District
of Columbia an appointed Governor and
Lieutenant Governor, and an elected legis-
lative assembly and nonvoting Delegate to
the House of Representatives. 8. 1846 was
referred to the Judiciary Subcommittee on
April 17, 1957, which held hearings on it on
the same dates (listed above) as on S. 1289.
On April 30, 1958, 8. 1846 was considered by
the full Senate District of Columbia Com-
mittee and ordered reported favorably with
amendments. On June 16, 1958, S. 1846 was
reported favorably to the Senate (S. Rept.
No. 1716). On August 6, 1958, it passed the
Senate with amendments by a vote of 61 to
22. The next day it was referred to the
House District of Columbia Committee,

Meanwhile, in the House of Representa-
tives two bills were introduced: H.R. 1002,
by Mr. Wier, on January 3, 1957, to provide
an elected mayor, city council, school board,
and nonvoting Delegate to the House for the
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District of Columbia, and H.R. 6907, by Mr.
Simpson of Illinois, on April 15, 1957, at the
request of the District Commissioners, to
provide an appointed Governor and Lieu-
tenant Governor for the District and an
elected legislative assembly and nonvoting
Delegate to the House. Mr. Wier's bill was
referred to the Judiciary Subcommittee on
February 4, 1957, and Mr. S8impson’s bill was
likewise referred on April 17, 1957. No fur-
ther action was taken on either of these bills.

After 8. 1846 had passed the Senate and
been referred to the House District Commit-
tee on August 7, 1958, it was referred on
August 19, 19568, to the Subcommittee on
Police, Firemen, Streets, and Trafic. No fur-
ther action on 8. 1846 occurred on the House
side during the 85th Congress.

EIGHTY SIXTH CONGRESS (1958-60)

In the 86th Congress two home rule bills
were introduced in the Senate: S. 669 by Mr.
Bisre, by request of the Board of Commis-
sioners, on January 23, 1959; and 8. 1681 by
Mr. Morse on April 19, 1959.

8. 659 provided an appointed Governor and
Becretary for the District, and an elected
legislative assembly and nonvoting Delegate
to the House. On January 28, 1959, S. 669
was referred to the Judiciary Subcommittee
which held hearings on it on April 15, 16, 17,
20, 30, May 1 and 15, 1859 (hearings printed).
On June 24, 1959, S. 659 was favorably re-
ported by the subcommittee with amend-
ments. On June 30, 1959, it was Indefinitely
postponed by the full Senate District of Co-
lumbia Committee in favor of 8. 1681.

Meanwhile, the Senate Judiciary Subcom-
mittee also held hearings on the Morse bill,
8. 1681, a bill to provide an elected mayor,
city council, school board, and nonvoting
Delegate for the District of Columbia. Hear-
ings on the Morse bill were held on April 17,
20, 30, and May 1 and 15, 1959 (hearings
printed). On June 24, 1959, S. 1681 was re-
ported favorably by the subcommittee, On
June 30 it was considered and ordered fa-
vorably reported with amendments by the
full District Committee. On July 7, 1959, it
was =20 reported (5. Rept. No. 477). On July
15, 1969, S. 1681 passed the Senate with
amendments, without a record vote. This
was the fifth time since 1940 that a home
rule bill in some form had passed the Sen-
ate. The next day it was referred to the
House District Committee.

During the 86th Congress 26 home rule
bills have been introduced in the House of
Representatives. Of this number, 23 bills
provide for an appointed Governor and Sec-
retary for the District of Columbia, and an
elected legislative assembly and nonvoting
Delegate to the House; two bills provide for
an elected mayor, city council, school board,
and nonvoting delegate to the House; and
one bill provides for an elected commission
form of government for the District. Simul-
taneous hearings on all these bills were held
by Subcommittee No. 3 of the House District
Committee on 7 days: July 28, August 3, 17,
14, 19, 26, and September 2, 1959. The hear-
ings have been printed, but no further action
on these bills, or on the Senate approved
bill (8. 1681), has been taken by the House
District Committee or its Subcommittee
No. 3.

On August 10, 1959, Representative FoLeY,
of Maryland, a member of the Distriect Com-
mittee, filed a petition (H. Res. 339) to dis-
charge the Rules Committee from further
consideration of a special rule taking his
home rule bill, HR. 4633, from the District
Committee and bringing it to the House floor.
It has been reported in the local press that
upward of 190 Members of the House had
signed this petition by April 27, 1960. Two
hundred and nineteen signatures are re-
quired to effect the discharge under the
rule.

May 31

HoMeE RULE FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

For the past several years the guestion of
home rule for the District of Columbia has
been a subject of considerable controversy
among Washingtonians and the cause of
much discussion, factfinding, and soul
searching by Members of Congress. It is
not surprising that this has been the case,
for the issue of home rule is both compli-
cated and important. It is complicated be-
cause it involves problems of constitutional
law, the American tradition of local self-
government, the stake of Congress and the
Nation in the National Capital, questions of
economic and soclological importance, the
problem of what the residents of the District
really want, and the very practical question
as to what system of government would best
serve the needs of the community. It is im-
portant because about 850,000 Americans
living in the Capital City of the country
which has become the world leader among
democratic nations do not have the right
to vote, normally the hallmark of a demo-
cratic republic.

The term “home rule” apparently has
meant different things at different times,
and occasionally it has meant different
things at the same time to different peo-
ple or different groups who were discussing
it. For example, it has at times been con-
fused with, or assoclated with, some form
of national representation; that is, the elec-
tion by the District of either a Delegate or
Senators and Representatives to Congress.
Very generally speaking, home rule means
the election of local officials—a mayor, coun-
cil members, etc.—by the people and the
establishment of a local government which
these officlals would administer. This gov-
ernment would function under a broad grant
of powers from Congress, but the ultimate
authority to repeal or amend the local gov-
ernment's laws, or to enact laws independ-
ently of the local government, would still
lie with Congress, as it must under the Con-
stitution.

The home-rule controversy is not some-
thing that has suddenly appeared in recent
years. Indeed, it dates at least as far back
as 1800, when the Federal Government was
established in the District of Columbia. In
a sense, 1t may be sald to be even older than
that, because the government of the Dis-
trict, whether by home rule or not, is pro-
vided for in the Constitution. Since the
controversy is old, and since it is both com-
plicated and important, it would seem ad-
visable, in order to understand its present
significance and meaning, to examine briefly
its past history.

EARLY HISTORY OF HOME RULE!

On February 27, 1801, the Congress, which
had just settled in Washington after moving
from Philadelphia, passed its first law affect-
ing the District. It did not provide for much
in the way of government, but it did suffice
until the act of May 3, 1802, gave the District
its first complete government. This govern-
ment was characterized by a city council
elected by the people and a mayor appointed
annually by the President. At that time

1 Congressional Digest, Washington, vol. 31,
No. 12, December 1852: 292-293.

F. Elwood Davis, spokesman for the Wash-
ington Board of Trade. Statement before the
Senate Committee on the Judiciary. Mimeo-
graphed transecript. May 20, 1854.

George B, Galloway, “History of Home Rule
in the District of Columbia,” Legislative Ref-
erence Service typed report.

Theodore W. Noyes, “Our Natlional Capital
and Its Un-Americanized Amerlcans"” (Wash-
ington), Judd & Detweiler, Inc., 1951.

Washington Home Rule Committee, “The
Story of Home Rule,” mimeographed, un-
dated.
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there were within the “10 miles square” of
Federal territory five separate local adminis-
trative units: a corporation and a county
named Washington, a corporation and a
county named Alexandria in the land ceded
by Virginia, and the corporation of George-
town. These local governments, which
elected their own officials, were not disturbed
by any congressional actlon.

On May 4, 1812, Congress amended the law
so that the mayor of Washington was elected
by the city council and the board of alder-
men in joint session. Both the alderman
and the council members were elected by the
people. Eight years later, on May 15, 1820,
the organic law governing the District was
changed to permit the people to elect directly
the mayor as well as the council and the
board of aldermen.

After the act of 1820 there were no impor-
tant changes until 1846. In that year the
people of Alexandria, at a mass meeting,
resolved that “our citizens * * * have been
placed in a state of political degradation
* * * in having withheld from them the
passage of needful and wholesome laws and
in being denied the rights and privileges
enjoyed by our fellow citizens of the Re-
public.” They asked that Congress break
their political shackles and grant them
retrocession. That same year the land in the
Distrlct south of the Potomac River was
retroceded to Virginia,

In 1871 the Congress, apparently in an
effort to expedite badly needed city improve-
ments, ended home rule for the District and
established a territorial form of government.
A Governor was appointed by the President
with the consent of the Senate, and the
people were entitled to elect a Delegate to
the House of Representatives and to elect
the 22 members of the House of Delegates.
The 11-member Council and the members of
the Important Board of Public Works were
appointed bg the President.

Three years later this territorial govern-
ment was abolished as a result of threatened
bankruptcy brought on by a too expensive
program of public works in the light of the
economic crisis of 1873 and by the failure of
Congress to appropriate adequate funds in
lieu of taxes on Federal property in the Dis-
trict. By this act of June 20, 1874, local
suffrage was abolished and an interim com-
mission form of government was set up.
The next year Congress abolished the pro-
vision for a District Delegate to the House
of Representatives. On June 18, 1878, the
interim government established in 1874 was
made permanent, and this commission form
without local suffrage has operated without
any basic alteration down to the present
time.

For almost half of the history of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, from 1801 to 1871, the resi-
dents of the District possessed some measure
of home rule. From 1871 to 1874 they were
represented in Congress by their elected Del-
egate. The present home rule controversy
is, then, not so much an effort to gain some-
thing entirely new, but rather it is an at-
tempt to regain in some form something that
was enjoyed for 70 years but has been lost
for over 80 years.

RECENT HISTORY OF HOME RULE MOVEMENT

The modern movement toward local gov-
ernment for the District of Columbia began
in the 1930’s, although Congress made at
least one effort prior to that time, in 1922, to
do something about it. In that year the Sen-
ate District of Columbia Committee held ex-
tensive hearings that led to a report in favor
of granting suffrage to Distriet residents.
In 1933 Senator Willlam King, of Utah,
chairman of the Senate District Committee,
became the leader of the home rule move-
ment. He promised Washingtonians a new
deal in their local government and urged in-
creased powers for the District Commis-
sioners.
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Under his leadership, interest in home rule
increased among local citizens who began to
work out a program and to agitate for its
adoption. As early as February of 19833, a
committee of the Burroughs Cltizens Associa~
tion had stimulated considerable interest in
self-government. The home rule movement
continued to thrive during the 1830's, lead-
ing, in 1937, to the creation, under the Fed-
eration of Citizens Associations, of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Suffrage Assoclation, which
resolved to continue working for local self-
government.

There was little talk of home rule during
World War II, but in 1946 the Central Suf-
frage Conference was created. The confer-
ence is a coalltion of several local civic or-
ganizations, including the Federation of
Women's Clubs, the CIO, the AF. of L., and
the League of Women Voters. Its objectives
are to obtain an elected city government,
national suffrage, and representation in Con-
gress in the form of a District delegate in
the House of Representatives, a District pri-
mary law, and the setting up of local election
machinery.

Another organization that is very active in
its efforts to obtain homre rule for the Dis-
trict is the Washington Home Rule Commit-
tee. This group was organized about 7 years
ago, and was incorporated on September 15,
1953. It publishes the Home Rule News and
other informative literature designed to aid
in its drive to restore local self-government,
and the right to vote to the citizens of Wash-
into.?

Many Members of Congress have given
much time and thought to the home rule
problem since 1946. At least one home rule
bill has been seriously considered by each
of the last four Congresses, but none has
ever been enacted into law. Perhaps the
most extensive study of home rule ever
made was undertaken during the 80th Con-
gress, 1947-48, by the House Subcommittee
on Home Rule and Administration under
the chairmanship of James C. AUCHINCLOSS,
of New Jersey. The general provisions of
the Auchincloss bill and of the other major
bills since 1848 dealing with home rule will
be discussed a few pages below.

FUBLIC OPINION ABOUT HOME RULE

What do the residents of the District of
Columbia think about home rule? This
gquestion has been asked several times in
several ways In the past few years. From
an examination of straw polls, plebiscites,
and the primary election of 1952, it may be
possible to get some idea of how the people
feel about home rule.

Perhaps the most widely known sampling
of opinion, the one most frequently men-
tioned, was the poll conducted by the Wash-
ington Post, the outcome of which was pub-
lished in that newspaper on February 1,
1948, The total number of persons inter-
viewed was not mentioned. These results
indicated that 70 percent of those ques-
tioned favored home rule, 20 percent op-
posed it, and the rest were undecided. The
poll participants preferred an elected school
board by 62 percent to 22 percent, while 16
percent voted “don’t know.” Of those ex-
pressing a preference, 43 percent voted in
favor of a city manager as against 39 per-
cent favoring a mayor. Nonpartisan elec-
tions were favored by 59 percent to 22 per-
cent, with 19 percent expressing no opinion.?

The Washington Board of Trade has con-
ducted two citywide straw votes on the home
rule guestion. The results of the firat, in
1938, showed that 82,971 favored local self-
government and 10,757 opposed it. Their

* Most of this information was taken from
the Galloway report and by telephone from
the Washington Home Rule Committee and
the board of trade.

3 The Washington Post, Feb. 1, 1948.
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second poll, in 1946, brought out 116,559
votes for home rule and 49,669 against it.
The board of trade has also twice polled its
membership (not the public at large) on
the question of home rule and national rep-
resentation. In 1948 the membership was
asked this question, “Do you think ‘local
suffrage’ without representation in Congress
is desirable?”” This brought out 2,061 neg-
ative answers to 219 affirmative replies. A
similar membership survey in 1952 elicited
1,297 “no” answers to 119 “yes” replies.®

There have been other expressions of pub-
lic opinion that may be of limited value be-
cause of the size of the group that was
polled, the limited and speclal interests of
the group, or for some other reasons. For
example, in connection with the District of
Columbia Democratic primary Iin June of
1952 for election of delegates to the National
Democratic Convention, a referendum was
held on the home rule issue. Home rule was
supported by 14,043 voters and opposed by
930 Although this may be an*accurate pic-
ture, it expressed the views of fewer than
15,000 Washingtonlans. Another expression
of opinion resulted from a nationwide (not
just District residents) Gallup poll in 1948,
This indicated that 77 percent of the Ameri-
can public throughout the United States
favored home rule for the District.” In 1951
the Federation of Citizens Assoclations,
which had 80,000 members, went on record
through its delegates and president in favor
of home rule, but a poll of 656 neighborhood
member associations revealed that 17 ap-
proved the Kefauver-Case home rule bill,
23 took no position, and 25 opposed it®

SOME LEGAL ASPECTS OF HOME RULE ®

The fundamental legal status of home rule
for the District of Columbia is determined by
article I, section 8 of the Constitution, which
states that Congress shall have the power “to
exercise exclusive legislation in all cases
whatsoever over such district (not exceeding
10 miles square) as may, by cession of par-
ticular States and the acceptance of Con-
gress, become the seat of the Government
of the United States, and to exercise like
authority over all places purchased by the
consent of the legislature of the State in
which the same shall be, for the erection of
forts, magazines, arsenals, dockyards, and
other needful buildings."

Although the home rule issue has always
been a source of legal argument, there is
universal agreement among all disputants
on two broad and basic points. The first is
that national representation for the Dis-
trict would beyond all doubt require an
amendment to the Constitution. This does
not apply to various plans for District dele-
gates. The second point beyond the realm
of controversy is that under any form of

‘Meyer Jacobstein, national representa-
tion in the District of Columbia; Legislative
Reference Service typed report.

f"Edward F. Colladay,' spokesman for
Washington Board of Trade, statement be-
fore the Subcommittee on Constitutional
Amendment of the Senate, Committee on
the Judiciary, mimeographed transcript,
May 20, 1954.

¢ Washington Evening Star, June 24, 1952.

T CONGRESSIONAL REecorp, vol. 98, pt. 1,
p. 1186.

“EBdward F. Colladay, spokesman for the
Washington Board of Trade; statement be-
fore the Senate Committee on the District
of Columbia, mimeographed transcript,
Mar. 1, 1951.

" Some suggestions about this section and
clarification of legal points were obtained
from Willlam F. Guilledge, assistant counsel
to the Senate District of Columbia Commit-
tee, and from the home rule specialist of
the Washington Board of Trade and the
Home Rule Committee.
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home rule, no matter how much or how little
power might be delegated to the District, the
ultimate authority must remain with Con-
esS.

gr'.(‘here have, however, long been sharp dif-
ferences of opinion about how much, if any,
authority can be delegated by Congress to
the District for home rule and self-govern-
ment. Advocates of home rule say that the
relevant section of the Constitution gquoted
above was not intended by the Founding
Fathers to deny local self-government to the
District, but to exclude the legislatures of
the States that had ceded land for the Dis-
trict from exercising any legislative power
over the area.® They quote from the Fed-
eralist Papers, No. 43, by James Madison,
a principal architect of the Constitution, the
following statement: “[The inhabitants of
the Federal District] will have their voice
in the election of the government which is
to exercise authority over them; and a
municipal legislature for local purposes, de-
rived from théir own suffrages, will of course
be allowed them.”

These advocates further point out that it
has been *“the consistent practice of Con-
gress to delegate general legislative powers
to territorial legislatures,” and that “the
authority of Congress to make such delega-
tion is not open to doubt” because several
Supreme Court decisions have affirmed it.®
They add that it is the opinion of such out-
standing constitutional lawyers as John W.
Davis, Arthur T. Vanderbilt, and Edward S.
Corwin that the authority for home rule may
be delegated. As their clinching argument,
home-rule supporters refer to the Supreme
Court decision of June 8, 1953, in the case
of the District of Columbia, Petitioner v,
John R. Thompson Company, Inc® Part of
the opinion in this case, decided unanimous-
ly by the Court, reads as follows:

“It would seem then that on the analogy
of the delegation of powers of self-govern-
ment and home rule both to municipalities
and to territories there Is no constitutional
barrlier to the delegation by Congress to
the District of Columbia of full legislative
power, subject of course to constitutional
limitations to which all law making is sub-
servient and subject also to the power of
Congress at any time to revise, alter, or re-
voke the authority granted.”

Those who object to home rule for the
District on legal grounds declare that the
Constitution means exactly what it says. In
specific terms, when the Constitution states
that Congress shall have the power “to exer-
cise exclusive legislation in all cases what-
soever” over the District, the language is
clear, unequivocal, and conclusive. They
argue that Congress cannot delegate its law-
making authority. They refer to a lengthy
memorandum submitted in January of 1948
to Representative AvcHINCLOSS by Willlam
D. Mitchell, Attorney General during the
Hoover administration. This memorandum
ralsed some doubts about the constitution-
ality of delegating sufficient power for any
real home rule.!®

The opponents of home rule further con-
tend that the analogy between delegating
home rule authaority to the District and dele-
gating legislative authority to the territories
is a false one. The same portion of the Con-
stitution is not applicable to both cases, the
fate of the District being determined by ar-
ticle I, section 8, and that of the territories
by article IV, section 3. By this latter arti-

1 Galloway, op. cit.

1 Memorandum with respect to the consti-
tutionality of certain provisions of H.R. 4902
and S. 1968 relating to legislative proposals
of the District Councll, House Committee on
the District of Columbia. Office of the Legis-
lative Counsel, committee print, 1948,

2346 U.S. 100, 109.

13 Congressional Digest, op. cit.
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cle, Congress is glven the “power to dispose
of and make all needful rules and regula-
tions respecting the Territory * * * of the
United States.” This is a more general grant
of power, it is argued, than is conferred by
section 8 of article I, which deals with the
District.
RECENT HOME RULE BILLS

The home rule movement shifted into high
gear in 1948, during the 2d session of the
80th Congress, with the introduction of the
Auchincloss bill, H.R. 4902, which, as
amended, became HR. 62274 Each Con-
gress since that time has given serlous con-
sideration to at least one home rule measure.

The introduction of the Auchincloss bill
was preceded by a year of spadework in the
form of an Intensive study by a group of
political scientists and lawyers. Extensive
hearings were held, and testimony was taken
from 178 witnesses. In its final form, as H.R.
6227, this bill proposed that a new charter
should be submitted to a popular referen-
dum of the District’s qualified voters to be
accepted or rejected by a majority vote.

The provisions of this bill were very com-
prehensive, and because it was the first of
the modern home rule bills, and in some ways
the model for the later ones, it will be dis-
cussed in as much detail as space will per-
mit. HR. 6227 called for a Joint Congres-
sional District Committee to maintain con-
tinuous oversight of District affairs and to
have jurisdiction over all District legislation.
The committee was to have 25 members—13
Representatives, 11 Senators, and the District
Delegate. The District Delegate to the House
of Representatives would be elected in the
even numbered years by qualified District
voters. The Delegate would have no voting
rights in the House, but he could introduce
Joint resolutions concerning District affairs,
act as spokesman for the District, and relieve
other Congressmen of District chores.

Limited home rule for the District was to
be achieved through an elected 12-member
District Council and an elected eight-mem-
ber Board of Education. The Board of Com-
missioners was to be abolished and its ordi-
nance-making function transferred to the
Council. The Council was to elect a mayor
from its own membership, to enact local
ordinances and propose general legislation to
Congress, to adopt a Distriet budget, and to
appoint the District Manager,

The new charter would have set up a city
manager plan of municipal government. The
Council was authorized to appoint the city
manager for an indefinite term. He could be
removed by the council. The manager was
expected to be an experienced administrator
who would appoint the department heads,
look after the employees, prepare the budget,
and, in general, direct the entire city ad-
ministration. The manager was to be
charged with carrylng out the policies en-
acted by the council.

The District government was to be mod-
ernized, with the 60 scattered agencies con-
solidated into 12 new departments set up on
functional lines. The department heads, ap-
pointed by the manager, were authorized to
reorganize their departments, with the man-
ager's approval, and to create or abolish of-
fices and positions therein,

HR. 6227 also provided for a three-mem-
ber Board of Elections appointed by the
President of the United States. Elections
were to be nonpartisan. Resldents of the
District, or any otherwise qualified elector
domiciled in the District, could vote. Federal
Government and District employees were ex-
empted from the Hatch Act for the purposes

#* HR. 6227 was discussed and is explained
at length in the press and in special publica-
tions, A large of this outline of the bill
was obtained from a mimeographed paper in
L.R.S. files entitled “In Defense of District
Home Rule (H.R. 6227).”

May 31

of District elections, and District domicili-
aries would not have had to surrender legal
residence elsewhere. By this dual voting ar-
rangement, these people could vote in the
District elections and in State and national
elections in the State of their legal residence.

The Federal Government would pay the
District 14 percent of the revenues from
District sources during the preceding fiscal
year, not to exceed $15 million. The Federal
interests would be protected by the constant
oversight of the joint congressional District
Committee, the power of Congress to approve
District legislation by joint resolution, the
power of the Presldent to veto this legisla-
tion, and the power of Congress to annul or
amend the charter at any time.

H.R. 6227 was reported favorably by the
House District Committe and was cleared
by the Rules Committee. Toward the end
of the second session it was debated in the
House for 2 days and won two test votes.
Finally, however, action was delayed upon
it, and it was laid aside where it remained
unfinished business when the BOth Congress
adjourned.

The principal home rule bill considered by

the 81st Congress was the Kefauver-Taft bill,
5. 1527 reported in the Senate in April
of 1948, 8. 1527 was based to a great extent
upon the Auchincloss measure and closely
resembled it in many ways. There were,
however, some differences. The congres-
sional District Committees were not changed,
and there was no provislon for an elected
District Delegate to Congress. A nine-mem-
ber elected District Council, plus two mem-
bers appointed by the President, was to have
ordinance-making powers and legislative
powers subordinate to ultimate congressional
authority. The District Manager, appointed
by the Council, was to have duties similar to
those provided for under the Auchincloss
plan.
The District government wasgto be reor-
ganized along the lines of the Auchincloss
suggestions. District electors were to have
elected a seven-member Board of Education,
but the President, with Senate approval,
would appoint the five-member Board of
Elections which would conduct nonpartisan
elections. A five-member Charter Referen-
dum Board was to conduct a referendum on
the new charter In November 1949, with a
majority vote deciding its fate. The Federal
Government was to provide 20 cents for each
dollar of local District revenue received dur-
ing the preceding fiscal year. There were also
provisions for limiting the District debt.

The Eefauver-Taft bill was reported fa-
vorably by the Senate District Committee,
and it was passed by the Senate without a
dlssenting vote. It was pigeonholed by the
House District Committee where it died. A
vigorous effort to discharge it finally failed
when the discharge petition was signed by
196 Members, 22 short of the necessary num-
ber.

In the 82d Congress, 1951-52, the home
rule drive was again initiated in the Senate.
Senator EsteEs EKeFAuver introduced 8. 656,
which, after modifications suggested by Sen-
ator FraNcis CasE, emerged as the Case-EKe-
fauver bill, 8. 1976.* This measure had the
bipartisan support of 12 additional sponsors
in the Senate.

The bill made no changes in the Congres-
slonal District Committees. It restored the
District Delegate idea In the Auchincloss bill

% The most convenient single source for the
outlined contents of this bill is the House
committee print entitled *“Comparison of
Senate and House Bills To Provide for Home
Rule in the District of Columbila.” Print
dated Feb. 20, 1952, and put out by the
Judiciary Subcommittee of the Committee
on the District of Columbia. It compares
8. 1523 ;nd 8. 1976, which followed.

‘IGI‘b 9
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and provided for an elected council of 15
members with powers similar to those in
previous bills. A mayor, appointed by the
President, would have powers and duties
similar to those of the city manager of the
earlier bills. The mayor would be a skilled
administrator charged with overall super-
vision of the District government. He could
veto council actions, but the council, by a
two-thirds vote, could override his veto.

This bill did not call for reorganization
of the District government, but the mayor
and council were empowered to reorganize
District agencies. There would have been
an elected five-man Board of Education. The
Board of Elections and election machinery
were provided for in a manner quite similar
to that of the Eefauver-Taft bill, and there
was a provision for dual voting. Ordinances
could be approved or repealed by a majority
vote in a popular referendum. No mention
was made of a Federal contribution, but there
were provisions for limiting the debt. The
charter referendum plan was the same as for
the Eefauver-Taft bill.

8. 1976 was passed by the Senate in Jan-
uary of 1952 with strong bipartisan support.
This bill, however, like its predecessor, was
tabled in the House District Subcommittee
by a 5-to-3 vote. Once again efforts to dis-
charge it failed for lack of signatures.

The most recent bill that has been given
serlous consideration by Congress is the Case
bill, 8. 2413 Introduced originally on
February 18, 1953, S. 999 by Senator Cask,
present chairman of the Senate District Com-
mittee, S. 2413 had the strong bipartisan
sponsorship of 31 Senators—156 Republicans
and 16 Democrats. This latest Case bill re-
talns many features of the measure from the
previous Congress, but it did incorporate
some basic changes.

The elected council was retained, but its
membership was cut from 15 to 9 members.
The council’s powers remained substantially
the same—to enact ordinances on all matters
on which Congress now legislates, with ulti-
mate congressional authority to repeal or
amend the council's acts, or to act on its
own initiative. The previous bill called for
a mayor appointed by the President, but this
latest measure would have him elected for
4 years by the people. He would retain the
extensive authority and responsibility given
him in 8. 1976.

The Board of Education would continue to
be elective, but its membership was increased
from five to nine. The bill also called for
a nonvoting Delegate to Congress to be popu-
larly elected. S. 2413 set budget, debt, and
tax limitations, forbidding appropriations in
excess of anticipated revenues and limiting
the city debt to 5 percent of the assessed
District valuation. This bill was favorably
reported by the Senate District Committee
and placed on the Senate Calendar. No ac-
tion on it was ever taken on the Senate
floor, however, and although it will remain
technically alive until the 83d Congress ex-
pires, it is now dead for all practical pur-
poses.

PRO AND CON ARGUMENTS ABOUT HOME
RULE '*

Speaking very broadly, home rule for the
District of Columbia does not appear to be a
strongly partisan issue. That this is true is
indicated by the extensive bipartisan sup-
port that home rule bills have received in
the Senate and by the fact that both of the

" The substance of this bill, along with
pro and con arguments, is set forth in an
undated, mimeographed memorandum put
out by the Washington Home Rule Com-
mittee, Inc., entitled “What About Home
Rule for Washington?"

1% Congressional Digest, op. cit., pp. 298-314.
An extensive discussion of pro and con argu-
ments on home rule.
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major parties incorporated some form of
local self-government or home rule plank in
their platforms in 1948 and again in 1952.
Each of the past four Congresses has given
serious consideration to the home rule
question. The 80th and 83d were Repub-
lican Congresses, and the 81st and 82d were
Democratic. Some of the opposition has
been directed against the whole idea of
home rule; some opponents, on the other
hand, while voicing support for the prin-
ciple of home rule, have believed for one
reason or another that no acceptable plan
has yet been brought forward.

Friends and foes alike of home rule have at
various times couched their arguments in
terms ranging from the sweeping and
fundamental constitutional questions in-
volved down to the very limited, refined, and
technical aspects of the controversy. The
pros and cons of the constitutional problems
have already been discussed above in the
section entltled “Some Legal Aspects of
Home Rule,” and the general nature and
scope of this report preclude any long and
detailed discussion of the more narrow and
specialized points at issue. The following
paragraphs are designed to present in a
broad way both sides of the more general
and more frequently heard arguments on
the question of home rule.

It seems certain that one of the strongest
points put forward by the home rule advo-
cates 1s that the present arrangement is
thoroughly undemocratic and wholly out of
keeping with American practices and ideals.
The absence of home rule and suffrage in
our Nation’s Capital embarrasses us before
the whole world and mocks much of what
we proclaim as the American way. More
than 800,000 Americans living in the very
heart of democracy cannot vote and have no
government of their own choosing. There
are 12 States with a smaller population than
the District, this argument continues, and
the District pays more Federal taxes than
each of 25 States. District residents are
subject to military and other national obli-
gations. But they cannot vote.

Home rule opponents find it difficult to
meet this argument head on. Indeed, they
are often inclined to agree with it. They do,
however, point out that many people who
live in the District are not true residents
but simply domiciliaries who maintain legal
residence in one of the States and vote by
absentee ballot. For many years it has been
the position of the board of trade, an influ-
ential voice in the home rule controversy,
that there can be no real or meaningful home
rule or suffrage for the District until the Con-
stitution is amended to permit voting for
national representation.

This leads to the dual voting suggestions
which would, say the opponents of home rule,
mean divided interests or indifference and
would not get at the root of the problem.
The District would have the form of home
rule without the substance. Advocates
admit that dual voting is something of an
innovation, although they say it has been
used successfully in nearby Maryland. They
then go on to assert that there is no com-
pelling reason why natlonal representation
must be assoclated with home rule. The

“Home Rule for the District of Columbia,”
“American Forum of the Air,” vol. 10, No. 9,
Mar. 16, 1948.

Mimeographed statements, and other
literature already cited, put out by the
Washington Board of Trade and the Wash-
ington Home Rule Committee, Inc.

Newspaper clipping files, Legislative
Reference Service.
Hearings, especially those held by the

Judiciary Subcommittee of the House Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia in 1952
on 8. 1976.
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two can easily be kept separate and dealt
with separately, and, since one of them (na-
tional representation) requires a constitu-
tional amendment which cannot be obtained,
the linking of the two together can result
only in the killing of both. The obtainable
half loaf of home rule is better than the
uncbtainable whole loaf of national repre-
sentatlon and home rule.

Home rule advocates feel that loeal suf-
frage and self-government would create in
District residents an intangible but impor-
tant sense of pride and responsibility toward
their city that they now do not have. Fur-
thermore, an overburdened Congress that
now spends some 6,000 man-hours of time
and $2 million per session on District affairs
could be relieved of much of this load. A Na-
tional Congress does not make a good city
council. The opponents answer that gov-
ernmental separation of the Federal Govern-
ment and the District would be artificial since
the two must live physically together, and
since it is conceded by all that ultimate
authority must reside with Congress. The
District would become a forgotten orphan at
times; at other times conflicts between the
two would become inevitable.

Although not strictly or necessarily a
home-rule issue, the reorganization of the
District government has been closely asso-
ciated with the controversy and has been em-
bodied in many home-rule bills. Such re-
organization and modernization is badly
needed, according to home-rule supporters.
The opposition has been inclined to say that
the District was extensively reorganized in
1952, and that since the commission form of
government has worked for three-quarters of
a century, why change it now?

Opposition to home rule on racial grounds
is certainly a very real and persuasive factor
in the minds of many people, although its
true effectiveness cannot be accurately
measured. Supporters of home rule deplore
this as an undemocratic manifestation of
prejudice. They state that the 1950 census
showed that only about 35 percent of the
District population is nonwhite, that the
long-range trend does not show a significant
increase in the proportion of Negroes to
whites, and that Richmond, with a higher
percentage of Negroes than Washington, has
a successful municipal government based on
a plan similar to those suggested for the
District. Those who are worried about the
racial aspects of home rule point to the pub-
lic school enrollment in the District, which,
according to recent statistics, showed 59,364
Negro puplls and only 40,582 white students.
This, they say, carries considerable signif-
icance for the future.”

Another source of opposition to home rule
is the fear that it would mean Iincreased
government costs and higher taxes. Further=
more, the Federal Government would no
longer feel obligated to contribute to the
support of the District. Supporters of home
rule counter these statements by saying
that there is no reason for these costs to in-
crease or for taxes to climb. If anything,
the reorganization associated with home rule
should mean greater efficiency and decreased
costs. They add that the Federal contribu-
tion to the District budget, which was origi-
nally 50 percent, has been steadily cut
through the years until at times, it has been
only about 10 percent.® Moreover, home-rule
measures already advocated have called for
continuation of the Federal contribution in
lieu of the untaxable Federal property in the
District.

1 The Washington Star, Sept. 15, 1954.

* For the fiscal year 1955, the District of
Columbia budget 15 $169,928,099. The Fed-
eral contribution, included in this total, is
$21,890,000.
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VOLUNTARY FOOD STAMP SYSTEM

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr.DINGeELL] mayextend
his remarks at this point in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Oregon?

There was no objection.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, Con-
gress passed a bill in September of last
year to establish a voluntary food stamp
system for the distribution of surplus
food commodities. Any city desiring to
adopt this plan may make an official re-
quest to the Department of Agriculture.

The food stamp plan went into effect
in February of this year and remains
effective until February of 1962. Due to
the inefficient and costly methods of dis-
tribution presently used by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture many experts felt
that a stamp system would reduce waste,
distribution and handling costs, and pil-
ferage.

Detroiters, from the mayor down, were
pleased at the possibility of a stamp
system. The general superintendent of
welfare in the city of Detroit urged that
the common council investigate the pos-
sibilities of such a program, and as a
result the common council unanimously
voted a resolution requesting that the
city of Detroit be allowed to participate
in the food program. The request was
duly forwarded to the Department of
Agriculture. The Department has arro-
gantly informed the city of Detroit it
is unlikely that any concrete steps for
a food stamp system will be taken at
all, even though Congress has given the
green light.

Now if lecturing or scolding Mr. Ben-
son would hold out even a possibility
of some honest consideration of the
plight of the needy for a more effective
method of distribution of surplus com-
modities throughout our Nation, I would
speak to him on this subject every day
in the year but I doubt if this would be
very effective. Mr. Benson's consistent
inaction, characteristic of this Repub-
lican administration, convinces me that
he might be of greater service if he
were in a different position than that of
Secretary of Agriculture.

GOVERNMENT REPORTING BUR-
DENS ON BUSINESS AND LABOR

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr, Lesinsk1] is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, the
House of Representatives, which author-
ized a study of the reporting burden of
Government surveys and inquiries, would
like to know about the progress which
has been made in this area. As chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Census and
Government Statistics of the Post Office
and Civil Service Committee, I am
pleased to give you a brief interim report
on the many actions we have taken to
improve the situation in this area.

The program of our subcommittee,
under the authority of House Resolution
78 of the 86th Congress, includes the in-
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vestigation and study of, first, activities
of the Bureau of the Census, with special
emphasis on plans for taking the census
of population and housing; second, ac-
tivities of other agencies engaged in data
compilation, including regulatory and
administrative agencies as well as statis-
tical agencies; and, third, the use of elec-
tronic data-processing equipment in sta-
tistical and other activities of the
Federal Government. The subcommit-
tee is vitally interested in how the use
of such equipment affects personnel re-
quirements throughout the Government;
more specifically, to what extent it may
pose a threat to employee job security.
ACTIVITIES TO DATE

The response to our program has been
good from business, labor, and industry.
Several hearings have been held and a
number of special inquiries have been
initiated. Executive and open hearings
were held on census plans and on Gov-
ernment agency use of electronic com-
puters for data compilation. The open
hearings were published under the titles
of “Plans for Taking the 1960 Census,”
“Final Plans for 1960 Census,” “Use of
Electronic Data-Processing Equipment,”
and “Office Automation and Employee
Job Security.” The demand for copies
of these hearings indicates the wide-
spread interest that exists in these sub-
jects.

A major interest of the subcommittee
is, of course, the minimization of report-
ing burden on businessmen and other re-
spondents to Federal data-collection pro-
grams. To this end, a detailed and con-
tinuing staflf study has been undertaken,
the fruits of which have included the
publication of a preliminary report on
“Business Reporting Requirements of
the Federal Government.” The report
includes a description of the Govern-
ment’s complex statistical system and its
controls, a discussion of the problems
of burden in relation to benefit, case
studies of reporting experience of over a
dozen different types of companies, a re-
port by the Bureau of the Budget on the
disposition of selected paperwork targets,
an outline of the ways in which special
treatment can be applied to the paper-
work burdens on small business, and a
number of recommendations. The re-
port has received much attention in the
press and in trade and Government
circles.

The following letter which I received
from Mr. R. W. Markley, Jr., of the Ford
Motor Co. is indicative of the interest in
this report:

Thanks very much for the committee print
of the preliminary report on “Business Re-
porting Requirements of the Federal Gov-

ernment.” It was very thoughtful of you to
send it to me. Because of our interest in this

area, we have picked up additional copies
from your committee staff for distribution
to interested parties in the company.

A letter received from one of the
chambers of commerce reads as fol-
lows:

You were most thoughtful to send us coples
of the subcommittee's prellm!.n.a.ry repou't. on

“Business Reporting Requirements of the
Federal Government.”

May 31

Our census committee chairman was high
in bhis pralse of your hearing when he re-
ported to our board of directors last week.

One of the effects of increasing Gov-
ernment bureaucracy is an ever-growing
flood of forms sent out by departments
and agencies. In justice, it should be
stipulated that not all of this searching
for information is bad. Growth in Fed-
eral statistical programs is a natural re-
sult of the growth in responsibilities of
the Government, as well as of the in-
creasing recognition of the need for
factual information in planning and ad-
ministration by both the Government
and private citizens. The trend toward
better statistics, facilitated in recent
yvears by the development of scientific
sampling techniques and electronie com-
puting equipment, is likely to continue.

Our subcommittee believes that the
Government and American business,
labor, and society can guide themselves
more efficiently when they have timely
and accurate statistics to use in decision-
making. It does not necessarily follow,
however, that better statistical services
require an increasing public burden.
Strong central control and coordination
are necessary to see to it that needs are
met with a minimum of cost and effort.

In pursuing its goals, the subcommit-
tee has conducted investigations of par-
ticular problem areas, and these exam-
inations have already paid off in a num-
ber of instances. In one case, the sub-
committee’'s serutiny led to the calling
off of a proposed annual survey that
would have cost the industry con-
cerned—which did not want the survey—
hundreds of thousands of dollars per year
to fill out the forms. I would like to
quote from a letter that I received from
the National Coal Association:

On behalf of the bituminous coal indus-
try. I want to express appreclation to you
and your very efficient staff for
about the abandonment of the joint Burean
of Census-Bureau of Mines annual survey of
mineral industries. We believe that result
is in the best interest of all concerned. It
certainly prevents our industry from having
to assume a very burdensome responsibility
of reporting without commensurate benefit.
Thank you for the courtesies extended to us
during the course of your study of this
problem.

In another case, we brought about a re-
duction in reports required by one of the
regulatory commissions which will save
companies about $100,000 a year with no
loss of needed information. In another
investigation, still in progress, we expect
to ward off a proposed mandatory rec-
ordkeeping requirement which appears
to promise little in vital information to
the Government, but might cost industry
millions of dollars. Another subject of
special inquiry has been the reporting
requirements on business and labor of
the welfare and pension plan disclosure
law.

A special feature of the study of busi-
ness reporting problems has been a re-
view of the particular problems of small
businessmen, those least equipped to
cope with the information demands of
the Government and least equipped to
make direct use of the resulting statis-
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tics. The subcommittee has explored
this area in detail with the associations
representing small business, with indi-
vidual small businessmen, and with the
appropriate Federal departments and
agencies. Cooperating groups, includ-
ing the National Small Business Men's
Association, have, at the request of the
subcommittee, canvassed their members
to provide us with a more intensive in-
sight into their problems.

A significant recommendation of the
subcommittee is that Federal agencies be
required, as part of the survey clearance
procedure, to estimate the reporting
burden, in dollars or man-hours, that
the survey would impose on respondents.
This recommendation has met with ac-
claim from businessmen and other mem-
bers of the public, and the Federal Gov-
ernment has taken first steps toward
putting it into effect. The business-
supported Advisory Council and Federal
Reports, has recently established a com-
mittee of its own on the measurement of
reporting burden. This committee, in-
spired directly by our recommendation,
is headed by Mr. William C. Flaherty of
the Chrysler Corp.

On the other side of the coin, a survey
has been made of all executive depart-
ments and major independent agencies
to ascertain personnel and payroll figures
for data collection and compilation. In
House Report No. 1357, entitled “Data
Compilation Activities of the Federal
Government: Personnel and Contract
Costs,” it is pointed out that the total
annual cost of all Federal data compila-
tion activities is estimated to be $79 mil-
lion. The Bureau of the Census, usually
thought of as the official data collector
and compiler for the U.S. Government,
accounts for only one-third of this total.
The data provide a measure of the total
amount of activity and the relative
prominence of the various agencies and
contractors and will establish a bench-
mark for measuring future increases and
decreases.

As a part of that study, information
was obtained on each contract for sta-
tistical services let during the past 5
years by a Government agency to any
outside organization. The cost of such
contracts has averaged over $2 million
per year. The details of many of the
contracts raise questions as to the public
need for the information and the de-
sirability of Federal sponsorship, where
the beneficiary of the study is a particu-
lar private industry well able itself to
finance the survey. A typical example
is a $75,000 contract to determine fiber
preference of teenage girls among se-
lected items of clothing. The cost of
this survey and many others like it was
borne by the Department of Agriculture.
In the Department’s own words, the pur-
pose of the teenage girl survey was that
the “information was of value to natural-
fiber industry in their development of
merchandising and promotional pro-
grams.” I have written to the Secretary
of Agriculture to ask for his explanation
of the propriety of spending public funds
for commercial services of this fype.

We have been studying not only the
collection of data, but also the process-
ing, and are looking for opportunities
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to streamline that phase also. Here the
important new feature is the rapid de-
velopment of electronic data-processing
systems. The new devices offer tremen-
dous prospects for faster, more accurate,
and cheaper statistical products, but
they also present some dangers. One is
that overzealous use may make them
into gigantic papermills, producing more
figures than can be assimilated. The
other is the threat to employee job secu-
rity. As I said at a hearing on the sub-
ject, “We need to be ever mindful that
to the fullest extent possible employees,
both in the factory and in the office, be
protected from the impact of auto-
mation.”

Mr. James Campbell, president of the
American Federation of Government
Employees, made the following statement
at a recent hearing of our subcommittee
on this subject:

The impact upon Government employment
of technological changes in Federal Govern-
ment operations calls for frequent and care-
ful review. Whether those changes are
brought about by means of true automation
or by improved mechanization of processes
already developed, there is a constant need
to anticipate and resolve the personnel prob-
lems which are almost certain to arise.

This inquiry which has been undertaken
by the SBubcommittee on Census and Govern-
ment Statistics of the House Post Office and
Clvil Bervice Committee should have tremen-
dous benefit for the Government and even
to a greater extent for the employees whose
positions and lvelihood are threatened by
technologlcal advances. In my opinion, it is
a very important and a very necessary project
which will bear repetition in future months,
for the problem at which it is directed will
constantly be manifesting changing circum-
stances and wunusual aspects which must
from time to time be evaluated anew if their
adverse effects upon human values are to be
kept to a minimum.

This effort to appralse the underlying
problem contained in office automation, if it
is to achieve the long-range objective of safe-
guarding job security, must determine the
extent of major technological changes and
then formulate and assess the personnel
management problems which have resulted
from those changes. Such an investigation
should provide a firm basis for whatever re-
medlal action may be suggested.

The problems of job tenure attendant
upon the introduction of new systems
and devices is of especial concern to me,
and is a fitting subject of study for the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice, of which my subcommittee is a part,
Of course, we are in favor of increased
efficiency in Government operations.
We want to be sure, however, that the
desired improvements, through proper
planning and application, do not cause
unwarranted injury to faithful and use-
ful employees.

We have studied instances of the in-
troduction of electronic data processing
in Federal departments and agencies,
and from these are attempting to de-
velop some principles and procedures to
be followed in the future. I have been
favorably impressed by the approach to
the problem exhibited by several
agencies, among them the Veterans Ad-
ministration, In that organization, the
first large-scale computer was
in the Philadelphia district office in July
1959, to maintain insurance records for
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the more than 6 million poucyholders.
A second was installed in December
1959 at the data-processing center at
Hines, Ill. Smaller computers are being
installed at other offices. Many of VA's
operations are being integrated and con-
verted to these machines. With them,
the massive paperwork of the VA can
be handled more expeditiously; better
services to veterans can be provided at
lower cost; dull, routine tasks can be
mechanized; and the human resources
;:r the agency can be utilized at a higher
evel.

In planning and carrying out the con-
version, VA officials have tried to be
careful to protect the job rights of their
employees, using a set of procedures
ordered by the Administrator himself.
They include, first, advance planning at
all management levels; second, deter-
mining at least 6 months in advance the
occupational categories and number of
employees affected; third, ting
periodic information to employees about
progress; fourth, making available to
present VA employees the better job op-
portunities resulting from automation;
fifth, initiating, well in advance, frain-
ing programs for present employees;
sixth, notifying employees who may be
subject to adverse action at least 90
days prior to the possible action; seventh,
freezing recruitment for at least 3
months prior to effective date of conver-
sion to allow maximum transfer and
placement possibilities within the VA for
surplus employees.

Electronic data-processing applica-
tions already scheduled will make more
than 1,200 positions surplus. As a result
of the procedures described above, vir-
tually all the incumbents affected to date
have been placed, some of them in better
jobs, as per qualifications.

Other agencies should follow the VA
example, and the Government centrally
should encourage and facilitate the use
of such procedures. Iam pleased to note
that the Civil Service Commission has
announced a program of central training
in certain aspects of electronic data-
processing administration.

PLANS FOR FURTHER ACTIVITIES

Plans for the subcommittee’s work in
the immediate future include a contin-
uing study of office automation and em-
ployee job security, and completion of
the investigation of statistical work of
the Interstate Commerce Commission.
The latter is of considerable interest in
itself because of the relatively heavy
reporting burden laid upon an important
sector of the economy by that agency,
and useful also as a prototype for inves-
tigations of other agencies and subject
flelds.

Consideration will be given to the mat-
ter of conducting the censuts of popula-
tion and housing more frequently than
decennially. Alternative plans, their use-
fulness, and their estimated costs will be
appraised. In all of these considera-
tions the additional costs of more fre-
quent censuses will have to be deter-
mined and weighed carefully against the
benefits that would result.

It is planned also to conduct hearings
on the general subject of transportation
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statistics, one of the most poorly organ-
ized of the Federal statistical fields.
These hearings would include a review of
the coordinating function of the Office of
Statistical Standards, an examination of
the work of the Interstate Commerce
Commission and of other agencies which
collect and compile transportation sta-
tistics, and a determination of the effec-
tive status of the act authorizing a cen-
sus of transportation. Industry repre-
sentatives would be prepared to testify
on the needs for reducing reporting bur-
dens in some parts of the field and for
strengthening statistical services in
others. As part of the preparation for
these hearings, the subcommittee has
requested the Bureau of the Budget to
make a survey of current Federal pro-
grams of transportation statistics.

The subcommittee is continuing its
activities, and we expect continued wide-
spread support in our efforts both to
streamline and to strengthen Govern-
ment statistical work.

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LESINSKI. I yield to the gentle-
man from Maine.

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. Speaker, I wanted
to call attention of the House to the fact
that it seems to me, as a new member of
this committee, that a great deal of im-
portance must be attached to the prob-
lem which the able gentleman from
Michigan, as chairman of the subcom-
mittee, has been bringing up repeatedly
during this past session of Congress.

Mr. Speaker, as a relatively new mem-
ber of the Subcommittee on Census and
Government Statistics, I should like to
commend the able gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Lesinskil, for his report
on the many important matters that the
subcommittee has looked into and taken
action on.

We are all concerned about the effect
of the introduction of electronic data-
processing equipment upon the job se-
curity of loyal and valuable personnel.
Although representatives of Federal
agencies and employee organizations
have reported to us that there has not
been much actual displacement yet, this
revolution is still young. Now is the time
for setting up a mechanism for the re-
assignment of displaced workers who
have skills or latent ahilities that can
be used elsewhere, and for providing re-
training where that is necessary. The
Government should take the lead in ful-
filling this responsibility and set an ex-
ample for private industry. If legisla-
tion is needed, we should provide it.

I know that the gentleman from Mich-
igan, as chairman of the subcommittee,
agrees with me in attaching importance
to this problem.

*  Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, T ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Nebraska [Mr. CUNNINGHAM] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.
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Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr, Speaker, I
join my colleagues in endorsing Mr.
LesinskI’s report on the activities of the
Subcommittee on Census and Govern-
ment Statistics, In our work as mem-
bers of the subcommittee, we have acted
in a nonpartisan fashion, and the chair-
man’s report speaks for all of us.

No one can doubt that in this age the
Government needs a strong system for
supplying itself with timely and accur-
ate statistical intelligence, and that it
has a responsibility for disseminating
this information to the public so that
all can share in arriving at the right
decisions. We are for good statistical
programs, but we are determined that
every precaution be taken to assure that
the collection of the needed data be ac-
complished with a minimum of burden
upon the businessmen and the others
who are the targets of Government ques-
tionnaires. We also want to minimize the
burden upon taxpayers by seeing to it
that statistical operations within the
Government are performed with the ut-
most efficiency.

Efficiency in many cases will mean au-
tomation, and this may mean disloca-
tion of employees. I am in accord with
my fellow Members in wanting to in-
sure that trained and experienced per-
sonnel are not forced out of employment
by the introduction of electronic data-
processing and other labor-saving de-
vices. I do not want to see potential
gains in productivity stifled, but I do
want to see the Government do every-
thing it can to cushion the shock
through advance planning, adequate no-
tice to affected employees, and the estab-
lishment of workable procedures for re-
training and reassignment.

THE HONORABLE JOHN LESINSKI

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Oregon?

There was no objection.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to add a few words to the report of
my colleague the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. Lesinskil. It has been a real
pleasure to serve as a member of the
subcommittee under his able chairman-
ship, and I want to commend him for
the constructive achievements the sub-
committee has made to date under his
leadership.

Through my service on the subcom-
mittee I have become much impressed
with the tremendous potential of elec-
tronic data processing in Government
and in industry. Like other great forces,
it has potential for good and for evil.
We need intensive study and planning
to make sure that the good is maximized.
I am not convinced that the Government
centrally has done enough in this field.
Not very much is known, for example,
on the net gains or losses involved in
each electronic computer installation.
There may be some cases, I fear, in which
a computer has been put in because it
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is fashionable, without an adequate ad-
vance feasibility study. There are prob-
ably other cases, conversely, where im-
portant savings could be realized through
electronic automation, but budgetary
shortsightedness has precluded it.

I have learned also that the Govern-
ment has not yet laid down any policy
on whether this expensive equipment
should be purchased outright or rented.
Nearly all of it at present is rented, al-
though it would appear to me that in the
long run rental is bound to be more ex-
pensive in most cases.

One of the most important questions,
of course, is whether the Government,
and industry too for that matter, is do-
ing enough to guarantee that employees
displaced through automation are pro-
tected from technological unemploy-
ment. We may need legislation provid-
ing for positive reassignment procedures.

I trust that the subcommittee will
continue with the studies it has launched
in this field until we get these and other
questions resolved.

THE FLAG AND MY FRIEND,
WINGATE GREEN, JR.

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Oregon
[Mr. PorTER] is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, one of my
best friends in college was Wingate
Green, Jr., of Baton Rouge, La. Wingate
was a lively, fun-loving, devil-may-care
sort of fellow of great personal charm.

When he went off to war, as did al-
most all of us in the class of 1941, he
became an air cadet and, to my surprise,
was elected first officer in his squadron.
Like many American boys, Wingate rose
to the responsibilities of helping defend
his country.

On an ill-fated but important low-
level bombing raid by the U.S. Air Force
in 1944 over the Ploesti oil refineries in
Rumania, B-24 pilot and 1st Lt. Wingate
Green, Jr., was killed. He was 24 years
old.

When I think what the war did for
Wingate and what Wingate did for his
country, I wonder what Wingate would
think about the world today. Those of
us who were spared cannot help but pon-
der from time to time whether we are
by our conduct honoring the memories
of our dead friends.

Wingate honored our flag. Today I
am filing a bill providing for appropriate
treatment of the American flag. There
are at present no criminal penalfies in
Federal law for acts desecrating the
American flag. My bill provides suitable
penalties. :

LEGISLATION TO PROTECT THE FLAG

It came to my attention not long ago
that an American flagmaker had sold
uncut bolts of flag-printed cloth to buy-
ers in Haiti where a number of persons
have been using the cloth for curtains,
apparel, and even cleaning rags. The
State Department has promised me an-
other report but in the meantime I
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thought it necessary to file legislation to
help meet this kind of situation and to
put more citizens on notice that we re-
gard our flag as worthy of the highest
respect.

The text of the bill is as follows:

A Brin To EXTEND THE AFPPLICATION OF SEC-
TioN 3 oF TITLE 4 oF THE UNITED STATES
CopE RELATING TO MISUSE OF THE UNITED
SraTes FLAaG

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
3 of title 4 of the United States Code is
amended to read as follows:

““USE OF FLAG FOR ADVERTISING PURPOSES;
MUTILATION OF FLAG

“§ 3. (a) Any person who, in any manner,
for exhibition display—

“(1) places or causes to be placed any
word, figure, mark, picture, design, or draw-
ing, or any advertisement of any nature upon
any flag, standard, colors, or ensign; or

“(2) exposes or causes to be exposed to
public view any such flag, standard, colors,
or ensign upon which is printed, painted, or
otherwise placed, or to which is attached,
appended, affixed, or annexed, any word, fig-
ure, mark, picture, design, or drawing, or any
advertisement of any nature; or

“(3) manufactures, sells, exposes for sale
or to public view, or gives away or has in
possession for sale, or to be given away, or
for use for any purpose, any article or sub-
stance being an article of merchandise, or
any receptacle for merchandise or article or
thing for ecarrying or transporting mer-
chandise, upon which is printed, painted,
attached, or otherwise placed a representa-
tion of any such flag, standard, colors, or
ensign, to advertise, call attention to, deco-
rate, mark, or distinguish the article or
substance on which so placed; or

“(4) publicly mutilates, defaces, defiles,
defies, tramples upon, or casts contempt
(either by word or act), upon any such flag,
standard, colors, or ensign.
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and
shall be punished by a fine of not more than
$100 or by imprisonment for not more than
thirty days, or both.

“(b) As used in subsection (a), the words
‘flag, standard, colors, or enslgn’ mean any
flag, standard, colors, or ensign of the United
States of America, and any picture or rep-
resentation thereof, or of any part thereof,
made of any substance or represented on any
substance, of any size, purporting to be the
flag, standard, colors, or ensign of the United
States of America or a plcture or representa-
tion thereof, upon which is shown the colors,
the stars and stripes, in any number of either
thereof, or any part of either, by which the
average person seeing the same without de-
liberation may belleve the same to represent
flag, standard, colors, or ensign of the United
States of America.”

8ec. 2. The amendment made by the first
section of this Act shall apply only with
respect to offenses committed on and after
the thirtieth day after the date of enactment
of this Act.

Many young men like Wingate Green
gave their lives for the values repre-
sented by the American flag. Many more
like myself served and were spared.
What have we to say about the world
today?

Wingate and I, like most good friends
of that age, used to have discussions
about our long, long thoughts, the ways
of the world we saw around us, and the
kind of roles we wanted to fill. I wanted
to be a Member of Congress. Wingate

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

wanted to be a writer and a professor
of English literature.

What would Wingate Green, Jr., of
Baton Rouge, La., ask if he were here to-
day? I asked myself this question as I
wrote this speech yesterday, Memorial
Day, 1960.

Certainly he would inquire whether I
thought we were closer to peace because
of the sacrifice which he and so many
others made in World War II.

Of course we are, I would readily re-
ply. If it had not been for the likes of
them and others who survived, some
shattered, the Nazis would have pre-
vailed—for a while anyway, with much
more bloodshed and damage when they
attacked the United States itself.

TENSIONS OF TODAY'S WORLD

Wingate then might ask about the
prospects of peace today.

I would have to tell him that in the
last 16 years terrible weapons, powerful
beyond man’s understanding, had been
invented, developed, and multiplied.
And that colonial nations, almost all of
them, had shaken off their chains and
were demanding an opportunity to shake
off age-old fear, ignorance, and misery.

On top of incredibly powerful weap-
ons and this great effort of underprivi-
leged peoples in underdeveloped coun-
tries, I would tell Wingate that we have
a lively cold war between the United
States and the Soviet Union, with most
of the world arrayed on either side but
with a substantial number of people try-
ing to stay neutral.

The picture is of a world writhing
with people who want a better chance to
survive, with people who fear attack by
others, and with people who believe that
the new weapons are too big for fallible
mortals to handle very long without a
tragedy of unprecedented dimensions.

WHAT CAN BE DONE

Wingate Green was not a man who
gave up easily. He proved that con-
clusively when he flew his B-24 on the
deck into the German ack-ack at Ploesti.
He would want to know what could be
done about the situation.

I would tell him what I think. I
would tell him I do not think any gov-
ernment, however depraved, wants an
atomic war or a war with biological or
chemical weapons. It would be too ter-
rible for all concerned.

War today is too costly for any nation.
Half our annual budget now goes for
arms. Experts estimate that even to
begin on an antimissile missile system
would require at least $100 billion.

Development of former colonies offers
many benefits for industrial economies
and for the areas themselves. Witness
how much better markets we found in
Canada and Mexico as their economies
developed. Human needs may be lim-
ited but not human desires.

What this adds up to, I would tell
Wingate, is that any intentional aggres-
sion in the cold war is almost unthink-
able and that the problems of the im-
poverished countries are not problems
at all but opportunities for the indus-
trialized countries.
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The big problem is disarmament.

This, I would tell Wingate, is what
needs our immediate and full attention.

Thousands of nuclear weapons exist
today, most of them ready for instant
dispatch and detonation and all in the
hands of fallible, error-prone human
beings like you and me. A mistake, a
miscaleulation, drunkenness, insanity,
panie, so many circumstances could re-
sult in an unauthorized or accidental
nuclear explosion.

TEETERING ON THE BRINK

Then would come the problem of in-
tepreting such an explosion. There
would be no witnesses to interrogate,
no wreckage to probe. The decision
time is shorter every day. Your missiles
and your planes have to get off the
ground if you are to maintain your re-
taliatory capacity. ¥You can recall your
planes, if you dare, but not your missiles.

Under such eircumstances planes from
both sides would start on their missions
to assigned targets. Why would they
be called back, especially if you know
the enemy’s planes are flying toward
you. There is no detectable difference
today between an all-out alert for de-
fense and an all-out alert for attack.

‘We teeter on the brink of annihilation.

Up until the summit meeting it ap-
peared as though tensions were relaxing
between the East and West. The lead-
ers seemed to recognize the common
danger of the arms race either by bleed-
ing to death economically or by ending
civilization, at least in the Northern
Hemisphere, in a fashion which from
the moon would appear spectacular.

FIVE RECOMMENDATIONS

What do we do about it, Wingate would
want to know.

I venture to recommend five measures:

First. Seek increased communication
at all levels with all nations buf espe-
cially the Soviet Union and Red China.
I hope that the President’s invitation
will be renewed and that he will visit
the Soviet Union where his presence, his
prestige from World War IT days, and
his statements could do much to relieve
the tensions felt there about American
“militarism” and alleged “imperialism.”

Second. Agree with the Soviet Union
on the number of on-site inspections
and conclude a nuclear weapons test
cessation treaty with the United King-
dom and the Soviet Union. This means
a start at long last on an international
inspection system that could be ex-
panded as it proved itself.

We must understand that foolproof
inspection and total disarmameni can-
not be attained. The prefect here is the
enemy of the good. The atomie, biolog-
jeal and chemical weapons can be too
easily hidden. We can only hope to keep
them as far from the hands of madmen
as possible but all the while expect that
inevitably one or more such weapons
will be used. When this happens, it is
essential that we have a world where
such an event or events cannot trigger
the fateful all-out massive exchange.

Third. Schedule an all-nation dis-
armament conference within a year.
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This means the inclusion of China, with-
out whom no nuclear weapons test plan
can succeed. Any controlled disarma-
ment scheme must also bind China.

Fourth. Press for United Nations
Charter reform, first through intensive
high-level studies by all nations, and
then by setting a date for the long-
delayed Charter Revision Conference.
Disarmament can only come about
through a system of world law. Peace
can only come through dynamic con-
trolled disarmament, hence the necessity
for updating the Charter adopted in 1945.

Fifth. Repeal the Connally amend-
ment restricting our participation (and
that of all other nations) in the World
Court. We cannot move toward settl-
ing international disputes peacefully un-
til we take this step.

REPAIRING THE SUMMIT BREAKDOWN

No doubt, I would tell Wingate, there
are many other important steps to be
taken. For example, let us consider the
immediate problems of how to repair the
summit breakdown. The President has
said that the U-2 flights have been dis-
continued and will not be resumed.
Ehrushchev wants him to admit that the
United States committed aggression by
making these flights and publicly express
regret for its action. He wants those
directly guilty punished.

The President called these demands an
ultimatum and stated that he made it
clear they would never be acceptable to
the United States.

IS THERE ANY WAY TO BREAK THIS DEADLOCK?

Is this an impasse? Will this block
further efforts to end nuclear weapons
tests and to move deeper into real dis-
armament before we bankrupt ourselves
or blow ourselves up?

Let us consider whether these demands
are in fact unreasonable and of the sort
that can never be acceptable to the
United States. It is plain that Khru-
shchev himself was unreasonable and
rude in coming to the conference to
throw a tantrum about flights he had
known about for years. He should nof
have journeyed to Paris for the summit
meeting if he wanted these flights stop-
ped, and other assurances given before
he would participate in peace negotia-
tions.

It is true, but irrelevant, that these
flights were a violation of international
law in that they were an unauthorized
invasion of the airspace over Soviet ter-
ritory. Moreover, it is impossible for the
Russian radar operators to tell from the
blip on their scopes whether or not the
plane is armed.

But was the flight an aggression in the
sense the word is used by the United
Nations? It did not itself offer even a
shred of violence. The fact is that the
plane was not armed and was no more—
and no less—an aggression against the
Soviet Union than were the dozen or
more Soviet spies we have caught in the
United States in recent years.

WE DO REGRET THE BREAKDOWN

Publicly expressing regret for allowing
the flight at that time is something else
and, in my opinion, entirely in order. We

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

did hope to agree on the number of on-
site inspections at this summit meeting
and we did hope to continue a lessening
of the tensions. Why, then, did we per-
mit such a flight, which we knew would
be detected by the Soviets with their
radars, to go at that time?

The answer seems to be that the Presi-
dent and the State Department did not
know the flight was going at that time.
Its precise day of departure seems to
have depended on weather conditions,
not on anyone's say-so from Washington.
If I am wrong about this, then one has
to believe that the President cared so
little about the possible effects of the
flicht on the summit meeting that he
knowingly permitted the flight to be
made at that time regardless of the con-
sequences.

I am sure the President appreciated
how enraged and frustrated the Soviets
felt about this plane flying over their
land and, until May 1, always out of their
reach, All the proud Soviet boasts of
technical prowess surpassing the United
States must have been as ashes in their
mouths when they sought unsuccess-
fully to attack these planes.

Our pride in the performance and mis-
sion of our plane must not blind us to
the urgent need for controlled disarma-
ment. We may wind up, if we are not
more careful, as the smartest as well as
the richest nation in the graveyard, a
very crowded graveyard at that.

Why not express publicly the regret
many of us feel about the errors in high
office which led to the U-2 flight at that
time? It is likely that even though
there had been no mechanical failure,
Khrushchev's attitude in Paris could
hardly have been expected to be better.
After all, if he still could not talk about
the U-2 overflights without letting the
Soviet people know that intercepting
them was beyond Soviet technical abil-
ity, he would not be in any mood to
negotiate.

THE OVERFLIGHTS WERE PROVOCATIVE

It is likely that the threats to strike
the bases from which the U-2 operated,
which we hear now from the Soviets,
would have been forthcoming, even with-
out the accident that led to the capture
of Powers and his plane. Such flights
were provocative. They could not be
permitted indefinitely under present
political conditions.

The flight by Powers on May 1, 1960,
was apparently the occasion for Khru-
shchev’s refusal to go on with the sum-
mit meetings. Yes, Khrushchev was un-
reasonable because the flights were no
surprise to him and, yes, he was rude in
his behavior. Yes, the Power's flight
may have been a pretext for scuttling the
summit conference, but we have no real
proof that it was. More likely, the reason
for Khrushchev’s outburst was the U.S.
indication that the flights would con-
tinue. It seems clear that we do in fact
regret that this flight was permitted at
that time. This is not the same as re-
gretting that Powers and the U-2 were
captured by the Russians with the re-
sult that our illegal spying operation was
exposed for all the world to see. Given
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the world as it is, we gather information,
as best we can, and we do not apologize,
but we do have a right to require that
our leaders, whether their names be
Dulles or Eisenhower, keep control of
these operations, so that one of them
does not unwittingly interfere with
events of such immense and erucial po-
tentialities as a summit meeting.
PUNISHMENT OF THE GUILTY

As for punishment of those “directly
guilty,” another of Khrushchev's de-
mands, of course this is not feasible if he
expects the President to reprimand
himself. On my part I am convinced
that the President would not have per-
mitted the flight at that time had he
been properly informed. Someone, may-
be the chief of the Central Intelligence
Agency, Allen Dulles, failed in his duty
in not considering and transmitting to
the President the probable effect of this
flight on Khrushchev as he sat at the
summit table.

If Central Intelligence or military of-
ficials did anticipate this effect and in-
deed desire it, then it would seem that
the President should appropriately and
firmly deal with them for working
against his announced policies. If these
officials simply failed to recognize the
possible effects, then the President would
do well to find successors for them as
soon as possible. I hope the hearings
being held by the other body will bring
out these facts.

It seems very much in order that the
subordinates who failed to anticipate the
results of this flight or who sought those
results, if they did, should be publicly
identified and punished. By their acts,
intentional or not, they increased the
danger of war and slowed down our pain-
ful progress toward disarmament and
peace. They did not carry out the an-
nounced policies of the President.

THE AMERICAN PEOPLE WANT PEACE

If any acceptable formula can be
found to undo the damage done in Paris,
Ehrushchev will have to modify his posi-
tion about the flight being aggression
and the President will have to climb
down from his position that all Khru-
shchev’'s demands constitute an ultima-
tum which the American people can
never accept.

It seems to me that the American peo-
ple wanted this summit conference to
succeed, that they regret the U-2 flight
was made at this time, that they want
the persons responsible identified and
punished, and steps taken to see that
this sort of thing does not happen again.
The American people want peace.

The breast beaters and brave-talking
bully boys who glory in a hard line won't
like this approach, I would tell Wingate.
They will insist that we must not be soft.
I do not think it is soft to tell the Amer-
ican people, the people of the world, in-
cluding the people of the Soviet Union,
that we deeply regret that the U-2 flight
apparently caused the summit talks to
end before they began.

Nobody says that we should apologize
to Khrushchev or to the Soviet Govern-
ment. This might be considered after
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they had apologized, convincingly, for
their spying activities in this country and
elsewhere in the world.

I would have to be frank and tell Win-
gate that I do not see much disposition
among many of our leaders to seek quick
repair of the damage done in Paris on
May 16. It is easier for many of them to
accept the President’s characterization
of Khrushchev’s demands as an ultima-
tum, and, of course, our Nation never
bows before any ultimatum.

NO FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVE TO PEACE

Moreover, many of them see EKhru-
shchev’s “demands” as worthy only of
rejection but not because of the source
worthy of analysis and consideration in
terms of our own best interests. I do not
agree with them about this.

These men, I would tell Wingate, are
very dangerous. They do not recognize
the fact that the awful nature of our new
weapons has utterly changed warfare
from what it was. Truly, today there is
no alternative to peace; no feasible
alternative, that is, only stark, tremen-
dous, irreparable disaster for mankind.

It has been 16 years since Wingate
Green, my close friend of college days,
was killed in World War II. For some
unknowable reason or reasons usually
unrelated to our merits, some of us sur-
vived and some of us were killed. Some
of us came home to complete our educa-
tions, establish our families, start our
careers, and enjoy this land over which
our flag so proudly flies,

We who came back have a duty to
those who did not. That duty is more
than a wreath or a warm recollection on
Memorial Day. It is the duty to do our
level best to make sure that they did not
die in vain in the defense of the United
States of America.

I am proud of my friend, Wingate
Green, Jr.,, of Baton Rouge, La. I am
proud of this land and its people. I am
proud of ocur glorious flag that represents
the love we hold for our Nation and our
determination to preserve it in the face
of all dangers. The dangers braved by
Wingate Green are different from the
dangers we face today. Our response to
the challenge must be different.

I hope and I pray that by Memorial
Day, 1961, the world will have moved
away from the brink and that it will have
moved toward disarmament and peace
in a world where disputes among nations
are settled by lawful procedures within
the jurisdiction and the framework of
the United Nations.

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PORTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. SCHWENGEL. First, I should
like to say that I listened with interest
to the dissertation the gentleman has
given. I take it that he objects to the
way the U-2 incident was handled, and
that probably we should not have had
any inspection or this type of spy
activity.

Mr. PORTER. I did not say that.

Mr. SCHWENGEL. That is what I
understood the gentleman to say.
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Mr. PORTER. If the gentleman will
recall, I said given the world as it is this
sort of thing has to be expected, and we
do not apologize for it. What I objected
to was the timing of that flight. I can-
not believe that President Eisenhower
knew that the flight was going to take
place at that time because he would have
realized the adverse effect it would have
on the summit. I think the President
went to the summit in good faith. I
think he went there to advance the
cause of peace. I do not think he went
there just as a gesture. I do not think
he would have done anything to provoke
Mr. Khrushchev and the Russians. He
is enough of a military man to know that
a flight over their territory at that time
would have been detected and would re-
sult in an adverse situation. He would
have known that this would provoke the
Russians. Therefore, I cannot believe
he knew it. If he knew it and did it
purposely I would be very much sur-
prised. But I feel sure he did not know.

Mr. SCHWENGEL. This is the point
I wanted to talk about particularly. I
recall a date, December 7, which has be-
come known as Pearl Harbor Day. If
you will read the documents of that time
and the newspapers you will note that
there were people in this country from
Japan talking to our leaders about some
arrangements, probably toward creating
a peaceful atmosphere; while at the
same time they were planning an attack
on Pearl Harbor. Would it not have
been better if we had a spy system at
that time? We might have avoided
Pearl Harbor and maybe changed the
whole complexion of World War II. I
wonder if it would have been wise to
withhold spy activities, knowing the
Russians as we do. She did not with-
draw any of her activities. I see no dif-
ference in spying over Russia at that
particular time on our part and at the
same time Russia was spying in other
ways. She has done a lot more in the
way of spying activities than we have
ever dreamed of. I think all of us
know that.

Mr. PORTER. Of course, I would
have liked to have had an intelligence
system in effect at the time of Pearl
Harbor which would have prevented
Pearl Harbor. That goes without saying.
I do not believe the President made that
decision about this U-2 flight. If the
gentleman will read the President’s re-
marks the other day he suggests this
was a conscious, voluntary decision, but
he did not state it was in so many words.
I believe the President did not know this
plane was going to go at that time. It
went at that particular time because of
weather conditions entirely, and not be-
cause anybody consciously said “We will
send it at this time.” If it turns out
that there was a CIA official or people
in the military who said, “We will send
this plane because it will interfere with
the summit meeting,” I would like to
know about that; but I cannot believe
that the President of the United States
would agree to the sending of a plane
on May 1 when he knew that in about
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2 weeks he would be sitting down at a
table with Mr. Khrushchev trying to
inch a little further toward peace. I
cannot believe that the President would
s0 decide, and I do not believe the gen-
tleman does either.

Mr. SCHWENGEL. If this type
should become our national policy, know~
ing the character of the Russians and
the character of their leaders, would
they not be the type of people to create
a situation like this, and maybe conduct
a surprise attack of their own? Is it not
to our self-preservation of interest to
have any spy activities at all times until
we know and have assurance they are
getting out of this activity?

Mr, PORTER. The gentleman should
understand that I do not recommend
cutting out our spy activities, the world
being what it is. But, I do ask that some
judgment be used, and that is the point
of my criticism of what was done in re-
gard to the U-2, that no judgment or
not very much judgment was used in
allowing such a flight to go at that time.
I think the facts will bear out that the
President, although he took responsi-
bility, as a good commanding officer
does, did not, in fact, know that the flight
was going at that time, and had he known
about it, I am sure that he wanted the
summit to succeed and would not have
allowed it to go at that time.

Mr. SCHWENGEL. How can the
President know all the details about this
kind of an activity at any given moment?
I mean, there are so many factors to be
considered that it seems to me it would
be impossible. He must leave it to some
department head who obviously knows
more about the situation than he does
at a given moment.

Mr. PORTER. I agree that the Presi-
dent cannot know all the details, but
such an important event as an overflight
of Soviet Russia at that time is the sort
of instance that should be brought to his
attention, and if somebody failed to do
it, that person should be appropriately
punished, because I am sure the Presi-
dent wanted these summit talks to sue-
ceed. I am sure that such overflight at
that time, even though there had not
been an accident, would have made Mr.
Khrushchev’'s mood not the sort from
which we could get concessions that we
wanted in regard to inspections to stop
nuclear testing, or in other ways calcu-
lated to lead toward peace and away
from war.

CONGRESSMAN LANE'S MEMORIAL
DAY ADDRESS

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. LANE] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oregon?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, under leave
to extend my remarks in the Recorp, I
include my remarks at the American
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Legion Post 15 exercises at Lawrence,
Mass., on Memorial Day, May 30, 1960:
Greetings:
“There is a tide in the affairs of men * * *.”
The ebb and flow of events that come and
go. When the tide is low, all is calm. Life

is but the repetition of familiar habits in -

which one day is like another, as if time
1tself stood still.

But nature abhors a vacuum.

In our complacent mood, we do not notice
that the tide has turned and we are drifting
with it.

But as the current gathers strength we
waken to the danger. And then we exert
ourselves to escape the grip of those forces
that would dash us against the rocks.

That is the situation on Memorial Day,
1960.

The years of indifference have weakened
our position and have raised doubts concern-
ing the effectiveness of American leadership.

And in this hour of decision, we strive to
find out where we lost our sense of direction
and purpose. How can we rediscover the
spirit which will reverse the aimless drift
and lead us forward again?

Here among memorials to the dead who
built the American heritage, we seek our lost
identity.

We Eknew them In life—the men and
women whose mortal remains have been
gathered in the kind embrace of mother
earth.

Once they were like you and I—each with
his work and his dreams, his home and his
faith. But when the great test came, they
faced it with dignity and courage, drawing
on some inner resources that they never

in words.

These bright and hopeful flags above their
graves tell us that they served their country
well in time of danger.

They were the friends and comrades of our
youth.

In their time they came to the cemetery
on Memorial Day to honor the veterans of
previous wars, searching, as boys do, for the
weathered slabs and tracing out the wrinkled
inscriptions that mark the final bivouac of
those who fought so long ago in the war
for independence.

And to the curious schoolboys as they
spelled out the epitaphs upon the ancient
gravestones, the moving events of the past
took on a new meaning, as if, across the
generations, they heard the deathless words,
“We hold these truths to be self-evident,
that all men are created equal, that they
are endowed by their Creator with certain
unalienable rights * * *.»

America had found its purpose and its
voice.

Ploneering for the freedom of humanity.

Inspired by the great men—great in mind
and spirit—who dared the unknown to open
up new horizons.

‘Washington, Jefferson, and Lincoln—the
Bill of Rights and the Emancipation Procla-
mation.

The Nation found its soul in the martyred
President who became the immortal prophet
of brotherhood and human dignity.

Sometimes the people stumbled and lost
their way until Theodore Roosevelt, appeal-
ing to their consclence, guided them to the
main highway of righteousness, which is the
true road of democracy.

With Woodrow Wilson we became of age,
stirred by his call to make the world safe
for democracy. Wilson was ahead of his
time with his vision of a League of Nations.

But he was right; and Franklin Roosevelt
brought us closer to that goal as he led the
way toward the establishment of the United
Nations.

He did not live to see its birth.
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A few months after his death, we cele-
brated the victorious conclusion of World
War II and the beginning of the United
Nations.

Our country had become the strongest
nation in history, despite the sacrifices of
war. We had surplus food, a thriving in-
dustrial machine, and the mightiest military
force of all time.

As discoverers of the key to nuclear energy,
we held the unchallenged power, when Stalin
started the cold war in 1946, to insist upon
a revised United Nations with the authority
and the capabilities of inspecting every na-
tion on earth in order to forestall aggression.

Instead we appealed to reason.

That had no effect.

Stalin threw a land blockade around West
Berlin, confident that he could choke it into
submission. By a difficult and sustained
airlift, we finally convinced Stalin that we
meant business in this area, and his strangle-
hold was broken.

Constantly probing for signs of weakness
or complacency, he secretly engineered the
unprovoked aggression against South Eorea
in 1950.

To his surprise, the United States in the
name of the U.N., reacted promptly and vig-
orously. With some help from other nations,
we succeeded in checkmating that aggression.

But the Russlans, who had now become the
second nuclear power, scared our allies and
caused a slackening of our own will, prevent-
ing the United Nations command from scor-
ing a declsive victory in Korea.

Red China was officially branded as the
aggressor, when all the world knew that Red
Russia was also a partner in the crime. But
they have never made amends for their
betrayal of the United Nations.

Up to 1955, our country had maintained
its military superiority. But then, catering
to the demands for ease and comfort at home,
and wishfully thinking that sweet reason
would prevall, it was drawn into the trap of
summit conferences, and good-will tours on
the Hollywood pattern.

It became the time of dangerous drift, that
persisted in spite of the clear warnings that
came when Russia opened the space age on
October 4, 1957.

In the prevailing mood of relaxation it was
considered a national heresy for anyone to
question, or to disturb the pleasant dreams
of the people and their leaders.

“After all, didn't Khrushchev look like a
prosperous businessman, or a Jolly politi-
clan?” they ratlonalized.

It was so convenient to forget the bloody
betrayal of the Hungarian freedom fighters,
and the long list of solemn treaties that
Russia had broken.

‘We closed our ears to the words of Adm.
Charles Turner Joy who participated in the
wearing and frustrating negotiations with the
enemy at Panmunjon, Korea. This is what
he learned from his firsthand experlence,
and I quote:

“If there are still those in the free world
who belleve that the enemy can be moved by
logic, or that he is susceptible to moral ap-
peal, or that he is willing to act in good
faith, those remaining few should disabuse
themselves of that notion. Our one serious
mistake during the negotiations was in
assuming, or even hoping, that the enemy
was capable of acting in good faith.”

The brutal conduct of Ehrushchev as he
wrecked the summit meeting at Paris in
May 1960, shocked us into reality.

We now recognize that it is impossible to
negotiate with Red Russia except from a
position of military balance or superiority.

That, with the industrial machine to sup-
port it, is the only fact that will ever induce
the Tuling class of the Communist dictator-
ship to participate in an effective system of
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inspection and controls that will lead to

e.

Meanwhile, the Insolent attitude of the
Russians at Paris, and at the meeting of
the Security Council of the U.N. at New York,
indicates their bellef that the missile and
the military balance is tipping in their favor.

To offset this we must strengthen our own
defenses—which include retaliatory power—
without further delay.

But we must do even more than this.

The honor we pay to those who died for
freedom will have little meaning if we fail
to find the purpose, direction, and the faith
that inspired them.

“All men are created equal and are en-
dowed by their Creator with certain un-
alienable rights.”

That is the mission that gives spiritual
vitality to our free society, now as never
before.

A strong defense gives us the opportunity
to go forward with the American promise to
humanity.

We must discover ways to help the under-
developed nations, to encourage the captive
peoples, and to make friends with our op-
pressed brothers in Russia and in China.

This is a tremendous challenge, but
Americans are fully alive and at their best
when opening up new frontiers.

From our abundance and that of our
prosperous allies we must help to raise the
underprivileged of this world to human dig-
nity. We must Iimmediately move to
strengthen the United Nations so that it will
become the dependable guardian of peace.

But above all we, in concert with others,
must spread the liberating opportunities of
free education to all the world because it is
only through knowledge based on universal
truths that we can dispel the fog of fear
and prejudice and man’s inhumanity to
man,

The flags that decorate these graves sum-
mon us to the unfinished work remaining
before us. “That from these honored dead
we take increased devotion to that cause for
which they gave the last full measure of
devotion.”

The cause in which we shall find our lost
identity.

And, blessed with courage, charity, and
wisdom, resume the creative work of build-
ing human brotherhood to the honor and
glory of God.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mr. SHELLEY (at
the request of Mr. ArserT) for today
through June 8, 1960, on account of of-
ficial business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. PorTeER, for 60 minutes, today.

Mr. MircHELL (at the request of Mr.
PorTER), for 40 minutes, on Thursday
next.

Mr. Corrin (at the request of Mr.
PorTER), for 40 minutes, on Wednesday
and Thursday next.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:
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Mr. HuppLESTON in two instances and
to include extraneous matter.

Mr, ALGER,

Mr. Barineg (at the reguest of Mr.
PORTER) .

(At the request of Mr. GLENN, and fo
include extraneous matter, the follow-
ing:)

Mr. VAN ZanpT in two instances.

SENATE BILL AND JOINT RESO-
LUTION REFERRED

A bill and a joint resolution of the
Senate of the following titles were taken
from the Speaker’s table and, under the
rule, referred as follows:

S.1617. An act to provide for the adjust-
ment of the legislative jurisdiction exer-
cised by the United States over land in the
several States used for Federal purposes, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

S.J. Res. 127. Joint resolution to help make
available to those children in our country
who are handicapped by deafness the spe-
cially trained teachers of the deaf needed to
develop their abilities and to help make avail-
able to individuals suffering speech and
hearing impairments those specially trained
speech pathologists and audiologists needed
to help them overcome their handicaps; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Commit-
tee on House Administration, reported
that that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled bills of the House
of the following titles, which were there-
upon signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 118, An act to prohibit the severance
of service connection which has been in
effect for 10 or more years, except under
certain limited conditions;

H.R. 276. An act to amend section 3011 of
title 38, United States Code, to establish a
new effective date for payment of additional
compensation for dependents;

H.R. 641. An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to make uniform the marriage
date requirements for service-connected
death benefits.

H.R. 1402, An act for the relief of Leandro
Pastor, Junior, and Pedro Pastor;

H.R. 1463. An act for the rellef of Johan
Karel Christoph Schlichter;

H.R. 1519. An act for the relief of the legal
guardian of Edward Peter Callas, a minor;

H.R. 3107. An act for the relief of Richard
L. Nuth;

HR. 32563. An act for the rellef of Ida
Magyar;

H.R. 3827. An act for the rellef of Jan P.
Wilczynski;

H.R. 4763. An act for the rellef of Josette
A. M. Stanton;

H.R. 7036. An act for the relief of William
J. Barbiero;

H.R. 7502, An act to revise the determina-
tion of basic pay of certain deceased veterans
in computing dependency and indemnity
compensation payable by the Veterans Ad-
ministration;

HR. 8217. An act for the relief of Orvile
J. Henke;

H.R. 8238. An act to authorize the Sur-
geon General of the Public Health Service
to make a study and report to Congress,
from the standpoint of the public health,
of the discharge of substances into the at-
mosphere from the exhausts of motor ve-
hicles;
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HR.8798. An act for the relief of Romeo
Gasparini;

H.R.8808. An act for the relief of the Phil-
adelphia General Hospital;

HR.9470. An act for the relief of E. W.
Cornett, Sr., and E. W. Cornett, Jr.;

HR.98752. An act for the relief of K. J.
Meclver;

HR.9785. An act to provide for equitable
adjustment of the insurance status of cer-
tain members of the Armed Forces;

H.R. 9788. An act to amend section 3104 of
title 38, United States Code, to prohibit the
furnishing of benefits under laws adminis-
tered by the Veterans' Administration to any
child on account of the death of more than
one parent in the same parental line;

HR. 9983. An act to extend for 2 years the
period for which payments in lieu of taxes
may be made with respect to certain real
property transferred by the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation and its subsidiaries to
other Government departments;

H.R. 10703. An act to grant a waiver of na-
tional service life insurance premiums to cer-
tain veterans who became totally disabled
in line of duty between the date of applica-
tion and the effective date of their insur-
ance;

HR. 10898, An act to amend section 315
of title 38, United States Code, to provide
additional compensation for seriously dis-
abled veterans having four or more chil-
dren;

HR. 10947. An act for the relief of Aladar
Szoboszlay;

HR.11180. An act for the relief of Cora V.
March; and

H.R. 11405. An act to provide for the treat-
ment of income from discharge of indebted-
ness of a railroad corporation in a receiver-
ship proceeding or in a ing under
section 77 of the Bankruptcy Act commenced
before January 1, 1960, and for other pur-
poses.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 12 o'clock and 43 minutes p.m.),
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, June 1, 1960, at 12 o’clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were faken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

2201, A letter from the Deputy Postmaster
General, transmitting a report of the claims
paid by the Post Office Department under
the provislons of the Federal Tort Claims
Act during the fiscal year 1959; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

2202. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, Department of the Army,
dated May 11, 1960, submitting a report,
together with accompanying papers and
illustrations, on a review of reports on Los
Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif,,
West Basin, requested by a resolution of
the Committee on Public Works, House of
Representatives, adopted on June 27, 1956
(H. Doc. No. 401); to the Committee on
Public Works and ordered to be printed with
two illustrations.

2203. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, Department of the Army,
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dated April 29, 1960, submitting a report, to-
gether with accompanying papers and an
illustration, on an interim report on Fort
Worth Floodway, Tex., requested by a res-
olution of the Committee on Public Works,
House of Representatives, adopted on June
27, 1957 (H. Doc. No. 402); to the Committee
on Public Works and ordered to be printed
with one illustration.

2204. A letter from the president of the
Board of Commissioners of the District of
Columbia, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation entitled “A bill to authorize the
Commissioners of the District of Columbia
on behalf of the United States to transfer
from the United States to the District of
Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency title
to certain real property in said District”; to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

2205. A letter from the Director, Inter-
national Cooperation Administration, relative
to a report by the Comptroller General dated
February 10, 1958, entitled “Report on Ex-
amination of Speclal Defense Financing Pro-
gram for France,” administered by this
agency and its predecessor, the Foreign Oper-
ations Administration, and stating that the
United States and French representatives
reached a final settlement, marking the suc-
cessful completion of this program; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

2206. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on the examination of the economic and
technical assistance program for Brazil as
administered by the International Coopera-
tion Administration (ICA) of the Depart-
ment of State and its prdecessor, the For-
eign Operations Administration (FOA), un-
der the mutual securlty program for fiscal
years 1966 through 1959; to the Committee
on Government Operations.

2207. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, General Services Administration,
transmitting the report of the Archivist of
the United States on records proposed for
disposal under the law; to the Committee on
House Administration.

2208. A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation entitled “A bill to
amend the Public Health Service Act to pro-
vide greater flexibility in the organization of
the Service, and for other purposes”; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. VINSON: ConMmittee of conference.
H.R. 10777. A bill to authorlze certain con-
struction at military installations, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 1673). Ordered to
be printed.

Mr. : Committee on the Judiciary.
Senate Joint Resolution 39. Joint resolution
proposing amendments to the Constitution
of the United States to authorize Governors
to fill temporary vacancies in the House of
Representatives, to abolish tax and property
qualifications for electors in Federal elec-
tions, and to enfranchise the people of the
District of Columbia; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1698). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R. 12381. A bill to increase for a
1-year period the public debt limit set forth
in section 21 of the Second Liberty Bond Act
and to extend for 1 year the existing cor-
porate normal-tax rate and certain excise-
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tax rates; without amendment (Rept. No.
1689). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
8. 1223, An act for the relief of Alan John
Coombs; without amendment (Rept. No.
1674). Referred to the Commitiee of the
‘Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. S. 1762. An act for the rellef of
Stamatina Kalpaka; with amendment (Rept.
No. 16756). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
5. 1909. An act for the relief of John Gelbert
(alias Max Theodore Gelbert); with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1676). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House,

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
8.1912. An act for the relief of Timmy
EKim 8mith; without amendment (Rept. No.
1677). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House,

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
$S.2046. An act for the relief of Max Eotscha;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1678). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
8.2142. An act for the relief of George C.
McKinney; without amendment (Rept. No.
1679). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiclary.
S.2177. An act for the relief of Peter J.
Waterton; without amendment (Rept, No.
1680). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiclary.
S.2247, An act for the relief of Wong Gim

Chung; without amendment (Rept. No.
1681). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiclary.
S.2352. An act for the relief of Chaim (Hy-
man) Eidlisz; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1682). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
5.2384, An act for the relief of Tommy
Tadayoshi Shuto (Tadayoshi Takeda); with
amendment (Rept. No. 1683). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. S. 2418. An act for the relief of
Junko Hosaka Jordan; without amendment
(Rept. No, 1684). Re;erred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House,

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. S. 2443. An act for the relief of Ed-
gar Harold Bradley; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1685). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. S. 2486. An act for the relief of
Nobuko Stickels; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1686). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary, S.2532. An act for the relief of Mar-
gherita Pino Zordan; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1687). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. S.2538. An act for the relief of Kim
Yong Cha, fiance of Cpl. Le Maine Ellingson,
RAB55280245; without amendment (Rept. No.
1688). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.
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Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. S.2554. An act for the relief of Leila
Finlay Bohin; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1689). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. S.2566. An act for the relief of Peter
Leo Bahr; without amendment (Rept. No.
1690). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary, 8. 2635. An act for the rellef of
Maria Genowefa Xon Muslal; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1601). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. B.2769. An act for the relief of John
George Sarkis Lindell; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1692). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. S. 2776. An act for the rellef of
Raymond Thomason, Jr., without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1693). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. B.2792. An act for the relief of Luigia
Mion; without amendment (Rept. No. 1694).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. S.2821. An act for the relief of Eris-
tina Selan; without amendment (Rept. No.
1695). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. CHELF: Committee on the Judiciary.
House Joint Resolution 721. Joint resolu-
tion for the relief of certain allens; with
amendment (Rept. No. 1696). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. House Joint Resolution 722. Joint
resolution relating to the entry of certain
aliens; without amendment (Rept. No. 1697).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BARING:

H.R. 12447. A bill to repeal the act of Octo-
ber 22, 1919 (41 Stat. 293), as amended; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs.,

By Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana:

H.R. 12448. A bill to amend the National
Science Foundation Act of 1950, as amended,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Science and Astronautics.

By Mr. DINGELL:

H.R.12449. A bill to amend the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act to increase the penalties for
violation of that act, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisherles,

By Mr. HOLIFIELD:

H.R. 12450. A bill to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act
of 1949 to permit the States and local gov-
ernments to levy property taxes on real and
personal property owned by the United States
but in the possession of and used by private
persons in connection with businesses oper-
ated for profit; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

By Mr. KILGORE:

H.R, 12451. A bill to amend section 1, fifth,
of the Rallway Labor Act, as amended, to re-
define the term “employee”; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. MORRIS of New Mexico:

H.R. 12452. A bill to expand and extend
the saline water conversion program under
the direction of the Secretary of the Interior
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to provide for accelerated research, develop-
ment, demonstration, and application of
practical means for the economical produc-
tion, from sea or other saline waters, of wa-
ter suitable for agricultural, industrial, mu-
nicipal, and other beneficial consumptive
uses, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.
By Mr. PORTER:

H.R.12453. A bill to extend the applica-
tion of section 3 of title 4 of the United
States Code relating to misuse of the U.S.
flag; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr., UDALL:

H.R. 12454. A bill for the establishment of
a Resources Planning Commission for the
Lower Colorado River Basin, to study the
multipurpose resources of public lands and
other land and water areas in and near the
Colorado River between Hoover Dam and the
Mexican boundary, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. SMITH of Mississippi:

H. Res. 544. Resolution providing addition-
al mail clerks for the Office of the Post-
master, House of Representatives; to the
Committee on House Administration.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, me-
morials were presented and referred as
follows:

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis-
lature of the State of Loulslana, memoraliz-
ing the President and the Congress of the
United States relative to requesting the en-
actment of legislation to provide that per-
sons who are eligible for benefits from both
old-age assistance and old-age and survivors
insurance shall receive full payment from
each program; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Michigan memoralizing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
to provide for judicial review of decisions of
the U.S. Department of Labor with reference
to conformity of State unemployment in-
surance laws with the Federal Unemploy-
ment Tax Act; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. KILGORE:

H.R.1245656. A bill for the relief of Abdul
Azlz Said; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. MOORHEAD:

H.R.12456. A bill for the relief of Mary

Philip; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

e ———

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

478. By the SPEAKER.: Petition of William
M. Cavaney, Los Angeles, Calif., relative to
a redress of grievance relating to the de-
velopment of the Aerofoll Mark I, AMI (air
and space craft—a dual operation into
space); to the Committee on Sclence and
Astronautics.

479. Also, petition of Theodore M. Hatha-
way and others, Providence, R.I., requesting
enactment of the Forand bill, HR. 4700, in
its original form; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

The Second Avenue United Brethren
Church, Altoona, Pa., Honors the Na-
tion’s War Dead

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JAMES E. VAN ZANDT

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 31, 1960

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker,
among the many Memorial Day services
in the central Pennsylvania area was one
conducted by the members of the Second
Avenue United Brethren Church, Al-
toona, Pa., on Sunday morning May 29.

It was my privilege to deliver the fol-
lowing address as part of the Memorial
Day program:

MEMORIAL DAY, 1960, ADDRESS BY REPRESENTA~

TIVE JAMES E. VAN ZaNDT, MEMBER OF CON-

CHURCH, ALTOONA, PA., May 29, 1960

Memorial Day is truly a day of reverence.

Of all our great national holidays, Memo-
rial Day is the most sacred, the most solemn,
and the most beautiful.

When we assemble on the Fourth of July
we meet to celebrate our independence.

It is the Nation's birthday party, and is
rightly and properly an occasion for festivity
and rejolcing.

But Memorial Day which precedes it par-
takes of something quite different:

It has been well called the most beautiful
and sacred of our national holidays.

May it ever remain so.

And if T know my countrymen as well as
I think I do, it will so remain.

Long ago, on the eve of his own supreme
sacrifice, it was said by one who knew the
secret of every trembling heart that “greater
love hath no man than this, that a man lay
down his life for friends.”

I am happy to think that loyalty and en-
during gratitude are to be numbered among
the more endearing traits of the American
character.

We have our faults—we are not yet angels
and archangels, to be numbered among the
hosts above.

I do dare assert, however, that as a people,
both individually and collectively, we are not
a nation of ingrates.

Nor as a people are we insensible to the
needs and sufferings of our fellow beings of
other lands.

Where, in the recorded history of mankind,
can there be produced such a record of the
outpouring of medical, financial, and mate-
rial assistance to the stricken peoples of the
earth?

Wherever the Four Horsemen have gal-
loped over the earth, leaving fire, flood, pes-
tilence, and starvation in their wake, Amer-
ican doctors and nurses, American dollars,
American grain, and medical supplies have
followed.

If there are blots on our shield, if we
as & Nation have made our mistakes, surely
American kindliness and American generos-
ity have gone far to atone for our faults.

Meanwhile, it is pleasant to reflect that
on Memorial Day year after year, decade
after decade, yes for nearly a century now,
the American people have assembled in their
towns and villages.

They have gathered together in their great
clities, in the lonely, isolated little com-
munities scattered over the vast prairies,
everywhere, all over this broad land, they
have set aside this day to pay loving and
reverant tribute to those who once laid
down their lives that this Nation might
live.

How beautifully Theodore Roosevelt ex-
pressed it when meditating upon the loss
of his youngest son, who himself had made
the supreme sacrifice, he wrote:

“Only those are fit to live who do not
fear to die; and none are fit to die who
have shrunk from the joy of life and the
duty of life.

“Both life and death are part of the same
great adventure.

“Never yet was worthy adventure worthily
carried through by the man who put his
personal safety first.”

The official origin of Decoration Day, or
as we now term it, Memorial Day is to be
found in a directive issued May 5, 1868, by
Gen. John A. Logan, the first commander
in chief of the then recently organized Grand
Army of the Republic.

In a general order deslgnating May 30
thenceforth as a day of memorial to the
Union dead of the great war so lately
brought to a close, General Long penned
these eloquent words:

“We are organized, comrades, as our reg-
ulations tell us, for the purpose, among
other things, of preserving and strength-
ening those kind and fraternal feelings
which have bound together the soldiers,
sailors, and marines, who united together to
suppress the late rebellion.

“What can ald more to assure this result
than by cherishing tenderly the memory
of our heroic dead, who made their breasts
a barricade between our country and its
foes?

“Thelr soldiers’ lives were the revellle of
freedom to a race in chains, and their deaths
the tattoo of rebellious tyranny in arms.

““We should guard their graves with sacred
vigilance.

“All that the consecrated wealth and taste
of the Natlon can add, to their adornment
and securlty, 1s but a fitting tribute to the
memory of her slain defenders.

“Let no wanton foot tread rudely on
such hallowed grounds.

“Let pleasant paths invite the coming and
going of reverent visitors and fond mourners.

“Let no vandalism or avarice or neglect, no
ravages of time, testify to the present or
to the coming generatlions that we have for-
gotten, as a people, the cost of a free and un-
divided republic.”

General Logan continued by saying:

“If other eyes grow dull, and other hands
slack, and other hearts grow cold in the sol-
emn trust—ours shall keep it well—as long
as the light and warmth of life remain to
us.

“Let us, then, at the time appointed,
gather around their sacred remains, and gar-
land the passionless mounds above them
with the cholecest flowers of springtime;

“Let us raise above them the dear old flag
they saved from dishonor;

“Let us, in this solemn presence, renew
our pledges to aid and assist those whom
they have left among us—a sacred charge
upon a nation’s gratitude—the soldier’s and
sallor's widow and orphan.”

Thus spoke Gen. John A. Logan, the first
commander in chief of the Grand Army of
the Republic.

As we in the North observe Memorial Day,
our southern brethren observe various dates

of their own, according to the birthday an-
niversaries of varlous Confederate heroes.

Behind this inception of a day of national
tribute lies an interesting and, to me, a very
moving little story, which I should like to
repeat to you.

On April 6-7, 1862, was fought the great
Battle of Shiloh—the bloodiest up to that
time ever fought on American soil,

The Union losses in that battle in killed,
wounded, and missing were over 13,000 and
Confederate nearly 11,000.

After the battle, the bodies of some 1,500
of the Confederate fallen were brought to
Columbus, Miss., then a small town.

With the Confederate dead were also
brought the bodies of 100 Union soldiers.

All were buried in a plot of land originally
purchased by the local Odd Fellows but now
taken over for a more serious purpose.

On April 26, 1866, just a year after the
great conflict had ceased, a group of Colum-
bus ladies met and in solemn and reverent
procession marched to the little burying-
ground and there laid flowers on the graves
of Union and Confederate dead alike.

Thus, on that first local Memorial Day at
Columbus, Miss.—94 years ago—the graves
of Union soldiers were decorated by ladies of
the South.

To me there is something intensely sym-
bolic in this gracious gesture.

It was a gesture made a century ago by
these gentle ladies who were sitting even
then in the shadow of defeat and humilia-
tion.

I like to think that in that act—so simple
in itself and yet so far-reaching in its impli-
cations—Iis embodied for all time the best
of America—and of American womanhood.

The book which recorded the names of
Confederate and Unlon dead who were laid
to rest in this corner of the Deep South has
long since disappeared.

Yet onetime friend and foe sleep peace-
fully beneath the magnolias of the little
Mississsippl graveyard now fittingly called
Friendship Cemetery.

Originally termed “Decoration Day,” with
the passing of time and the thinning of the
ranks of the GAR, more and more the occa-
glon tended to be observed as a day dedicated
to American dead of all wars.

At last, on September 18, 1915, the War
Department issue a ruling that:

“The objects of this day, as understood
by the War Department, are not only to
decorate the graves and honor the memory of
those officers and enlisted men who served
as volunteers in the Clvil War and in the
war with Spaln, but also those who served in
the Regular Army, irrespective of whether
such service was rendered in time of war, or
time of peace.”

As the passed, and the Grand Army
of the Republic gradually melted away, the
day became known as a memorial day to all
the war dead.

Since the original purpose was to decorate
the graves of the soldiers who had fought to
preserve the Union, the formal observance—
always dignified and reverent—was given a
military aspect from the very beginning.

For many years the public ceremonies of
the day were in charge of the GAR post of
every community.

Throughout the Northern States the pat-
tern was much the same, whether In great
citles, small towns, or country villages.

Most of us are quite familiar with the
observance of Memorial Day.

There was the pro fon to the
to the accompaniment of bands playlng
patriotic airs.
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Then the formal ceremonies, consisting of
the singing of appropriate songs, the reading
of the Gettysburg Address, the singing of the
national anthem, and, finally, the climax—
the delivery of a memorial address composed
for the oceasion.

A flag and flowers were always placed on
each serviceman’s grave—a custom that is
followed reverently today.

Gradually it has likewise become the cus-
tom for individual families to decorate the
graves of their dead—irrespective of mili-
tary service,

On Armistice Day, November 11, 1921, the
body of the soldier of the First World War—
“known but to God"—was reverently laid
to rest in the beautiful national cemetery
on the banks of the Potomac River at Ar-
lington, Va.

In 1958 the bodies of the unknown of
two other conflicts—the Second World War
and the Korean conflict—were laid, one on
either side of the first unknown soldier.

The term “soldier” was not inscribed on
the tombs of these last—since the bodies
were selected from those who might have
served in any capacity, military or civilian.

So on the heights of beautiful Arlington—
at the heart of our most sacred national
shrine—with the Lincoln Memorial, the
Washington Monument, and the Jefferson
Memorial just across the river—and the
great dome of the Capitol looming up in
the distance—the three unknowns will sleep
in peace until the last reveille.

On this Memorial Day of 1960—we must
ask ourselves once more—how we, the liv-
ing—can best honor and, in a measure, re-
pay—the deathless sacrifice of these hon-
ored dead.

The answer is to fix our eyes upon the
problems Iimmediately confronting us—
whether within our own borders or pressing
upon us from the world without—to see
these problems steadily and to see them
whole,

Surely we can best honor those who
gave their lives for their country by look-
ing present world facts in the face, and
squaring up to them accordingly.

Let us remember that the truth Iitself
never hurt anybody.

We must be on guard against those who,
through wishful thinking would bring
America to the brink of disaster by thelr
thoughtless conduct.

They are what Theodore Roosevelt used
to call “the foes of our own household.”

They are—in their way—every bit as dan-
gerous—even if unintentionally so—as the
sinister forces of communism.

The failure of the summit conference—
through the despicable conduct of EKhru-
shchev—is added reason why Russia’'s pro-
fessed desire for peace is highly question-
able.

Many competent observers are of the
opinion that the outrageous conduct of
Khrushchev was a demonstration—on his
part—to impress the Russian people, mil-
lions of whom are reported to be in a rebel-
lious mood over the iron-fisted rule of the
Eremlin,

Meanwhile, until universal peace is as-
sured there could be no more wicked folly
than to lower our guard and relax our watch-
fulness.

Even were we willing to abandon eternal
vigilance and thus assume so terrible a risk
for our own generation, we have no right
to expose our children and their children
to a future of unspeakable possibilities.

On the evening of May 19, 1853, President
Eisenhower, after 4 months in office, ad-
dressed the American people and told them
bluntly:

“I believe firmly—and I think the Soviets
realize—that the United States, if forced to
total mobilization today, could meet and win
any military challenge.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

“I believe no less firmly that we must see
and meet the full nature of this danger im-
mediately before us.

“For the nature of this danger indicates
the nature of the defense we summon.,

“This defense must, first of all, be one
which we can bear for a long—and indefi-
nite—period of time.

“It cannot consist of sudden, blind re-
sponses to a series of fire-alarm emergencies,
summoning us to amass forces and material
with a speed that is heedless of cost, order
and efficiency.

“It cannot be based solely on the theory
that we can point to a D-day of desperate
danger, somewhere in the near future, to
which all plans can be geared,

“The truth is that our danger cannot be
fixed or confined to one specific instant.”

In closing President Eisenhower said:

“We live in an age of peril.

“We must think and plan and provide—so
as to live through this age in freedom—in
ways that do not undermine our freedom
even as we strive to defend it.”

My friends, these plain words, spoken 7
years ago, by President Eisenhower are
equally as true today.

I have seen two world wars and the
Eorean conflict.

I do not wish to see World War III.

I do not wish my boy to see so terrible
a conflict as an all-out nuclear war.

Ladies and gentlemen, there is one way—
but one way—under providence, to avert it.

Surely that way is plain enough.

We must keep our faith clean, our judg-
ment clear, our nerves steady, and our
powder dry.

Therefore, on this Memorial Day, in the
year 1960, we should do well to remind
ourselves, that “eternal vigilance is the price
of liberty.”

A Bill To Amend the Land Laws of the
United States by Repealing the So-
Called Pittman Act

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
o

HON. WALTER S. BARING

OF NEVADA
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 31, 1960

Mr. BARING. Mr. Speaker, I intro-
duce for proper reference a bill to amend
the land laws of the United States by
repealing the so-called Pittman Act.

The Pittman Act, passed in 1919, has
never served the purpose for which it
was intended. Although it was expected
that this legislation would induce peo-
ple to come to Nevada and develop the
land and water resources of great unoc-
cupied areas, it has failed to accomplish
this goal in any manner. The records
of the Bureau of Land Management dis-
close that in the 40 years of its existence
2,619 applications have been filed. Of
these, only 32 were successful in securing
patents. One thousand seven hundred
and sixty-nine have been canceled and
818 are now pending. Most of the en-
trymen have filed on the maximum al-
lowable under the law, 2,560 acres. The
result has been a temporary entry in
which areas valuable to the livestock,
wildlife, and recreational uses are de-
stroyed or severely damaged and then
abandoned.

May 31

This legislation has been endorsed by
resolutions of the Nevada State Legisla-
ture, the Nevada soil conservation dis-
tricts, the Nevada Cattlemen’s Associa-
tion, and similar organizations having
to do with the operations of the public
domain, I urge its early consideration
and enactment.

Expansion of Community “Do-It-Your-
self” Programs To Promote Economic
Progress

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. ALEXANDER WILEY

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Tuesday, May 31, 1960

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, in a world
of promise, danger, and challenge, we
recognize that Uncle Sam—responsible
for national defense as well as a wide
variety of domestic national-scope pro-
grams—is shouldering a terrific burden.

Consequent, I believe the Nation, and
our people, could benefit from a greater
“do-it-yourself” community effort for
dealing with economic problems of a
local nature.

I am well aware, of course, that it is
far more popular to say to the home
folks: “If you have a need for utilities,
roads, and other projects—go to Uncle
Sam for the money.” With the load
being carried by the Federal Govern-
ment, however, I believe there is serious
question as to whether any more hands
should be reaching for Uncle Sam's
pockets. To the contrary, I believe a
great many communities could examine
their manpower, resources, and other po-
tentials to determine whether or not by
“do-it-yourself” community efforts,
progress could be made toward strength-
ening the local economy,

Having commented on this recently in
a broadcast over Wisconsin radio sta-
tions, I ask unanimous consent to have
excerpts of my remarks printed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

WiLEY URGES Do-IT-YOURSELF PROGRAMS FOR
CoMMUNITY PROGRESS; UrGES EXPANSION OF
Tourlst TraDE To IMPROVE EcoNoMY IN
WisconNsIN

(Excerpts of address prepared for delivery by
Senator ALEXANDER WILEY, Republican,
Chippewa Falls, over Wisconsin radio sta-
tions)

Friends, I welcome the opportunity to
chat with you once again on major prob-
lems confronting us as a State and a Na-
tion.

Today we are living in a world of danger,
promise, and of challenge.

The “switch” in Communist policy to the
old, Stalinist “hard line"” of threat, bom-
bast, propaganda, will have a serious impact
not only on world affairs but on life right
here in Wisconsin. As yet, however, it's
not possible to assess the drastic change in
Soviet policy.
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Nevertheless, the major tasks before us
continue to be (1) carrying on—in the face
of the noncooperative Communist attitude—
efforts to promote peace and prevent a third
world war, and (2) maintaining a sound
economy at home.

At this time, I'd like to discuss with you
prospects for meeting the second challenge—
that is, further strengthening the economy.

In considering such efforts, a question of-
ten automatically evolves; that is, "“Well,
what is Uncle Sam going to do about it?"

However, there is an alternative question—
striking close to home—that is, what can we,
as citizens, do about it, to provide a
sounder, more effective, stronger economy
right here in Wisconsin?

NEEDED: COMMUNITY DO-IT-YOURSELF
PROGRAMS

Now how can this be accomplished?

Frankly, I would like to see more do-it-
yourself community programs for dealing
with economic problems of a local nature.

I recognize, of course, that it is far more
popular to say: “If you have a need—for
utilities, schools, roads, or other projects—
go to Uncle Sam for a grant.”

With the tremendous burden already on
the Federal Government—particularly for de-
fense—there is serious question as to whether
there should be any more grabbing hands
reaching for Uncle Sam's pocket.

Consequently, communities—large and
small—I believe could well conduct a real
stock taking to possibly unveil new local re-
sources and potentials which, if better utl-
lized, would help bolster the economy, Now,
how can we go about accomplishing this
objective? Such a program, I believe, could
well include the following steps:

1. Establishing a do-it-yourself develop-
ment committee for the community.

2. Undertaking a complete review of man-
power, natural, financial, and other resources.

3. Conduct a study on the needs of a com-
munity for services, products, transportation,
housing, as well as the potential within the
community for meeting its own needs.

In addition, we need to:

4. Review local tax systems and public
utilities services to encourage industrial and
business development.

5. Stimulate interest of local citizens to
invest in local projects.

6. Assess Improvements necessary in retail
and service business, as well as to plan for
and provide adequate schools, playgrounds,
recreational facilitles, transportation, police
and fire protection and other services.

7. Obtain available State and/or Federal
assistance on special technical problems, such
as community planning, industrial zoning,
and planned industrial districts.

8. And, finally, we must stimulate citizens’
interest in making their community a better
place in which to live.

EXPANDING “TOURISM" IN WISCONSIN

In recent years, also, a new industry—
and economic opportunity—has emerged,
that is, “tourism.”

Today, tourism is one of the fastest de-
veloping businesses in the United States.
Annually, tourists in this country spend
between $15 and $20 billion.

As of now, tourism is Wisconsin’s third
largest industry. However, I believe we can
cut, for our Badger State, an even larger
slice of this economic pie.

To attract tourists, a community—say the
experts—does not need gold-plated hotels,
multimillion dollar airports, or Grand
Canyons.

In a complex, sometimes hectic age, a great
many people on vacation try to find a place
where they can get away from it all—to find
comfort, change, amusement, pleasant en-
vironment, food and accommodations at rea-
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sonable prices, to experlence a rejuvenation—
physically, mentally, spiritually.

WISCONSIN—A TOPNOTCH VACATION LAND

As you and I know, friends, Wisconsin, a
topnotch vacation land, offers a wonderland
of such opportunity.

About 8,876 lakes and 10,000 miles of
streams for excellent fishing.

Seven State forests and three State parks,
providing a great many wonderful opportu-
nitles for sightseeing, boating, camping out
of doors, and traveling through our scenic
countrysides.

Over 161 museums and many other his-
torical sites and places of interest.

In 1958, over 6 million travelers visited the
State park and forest areas of our State.

The opening of the St. Lawrence Seaway
also promises an influx of more and more
visitors to Wisconsin and the Great Lakes
reglon, from Canada and all over the other
parts of the world, as well as from many
other States of the Union.

The challenge is for each of the commu-
nities—with tourist potential—to transform
itself into a haven for vacationers, then ef-
fectively tell its story. How? By publiciz-
ing: What your community is; how does a
vacationer get there; what are its special ac-
tivitles; and other highlights to lure the
tourist.

The promotion of tourist trade can bring
benefits not only for today—but for the fu-
ture. Nationally, our people face the pros-
pects of shorter workweeks, better pay, faster
transportation to everywhere—all of these
factors indicate that the future of the tourlst
business is wide open. For 1960, the tourist
season is just ahead.

Our job, then, is not only to cash in on
the benefits; but to provide more people of
America and the world—in addition to the
million who now visit us—to see, and enjoy,
the hospitality, and friendly, scenic environ-
ment of Wisconsin.

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE FOR “‘BOOTSTRAP"
OPERATIONS

Now, I well recognize that a local commu-
nity may not be able to successfully carry
out by itself a do-it-yourself development
program for expanding tourism, industrial
development, and other goals. To help make
such improvements, there are Federal pro-
grams, for example, available, including the
following:

The Department of Agriculture provides
technical assistance and consultation
through Federal extension, forest, and soil
conservation services, as well as financial
assistance from such agencies as the Farm
Home Administration, REA, and other pro-

grams,

The Department of Commerce is carrying
on a splendid program of technical assist-
ance and consultation for industrial develop-
ment as well as other projects for improving
the economy.

The Housing and Home Finance Agency
also has a variety of programs that can be
helpful to communities—both small and
large—attempting rehabilitation programs.
These include guidance and, in some cases,
financial assistance under the Community
Facilities Administration, FHA, Urban Re-
newal, and other such agencies.

In addition, the Small Business Adminis-
tration offers technical guidance, adminis-
trative advice, as well as loans to local busi-
nesses in a community.

For the most part, these are not new pro-

. However, they can be of tremendous
help to a community in carrying on a “boot-
straps” operation to promote progress and
improve the economy.

CONCLUSION

As we look to the future, then we recog-
nize that the economy of each local com-
munity will continue to be closely integrated
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with that of the State and Nation. In this
cooperative complex, however, the local com-
munity must stand ready—willing—and—as
it is able—to bear its fair share of the bur-
den. Similarly, it can expect to reap a pro-
portionate share of the rewards.

Again, I want to express my sincere ap-
preciation for the opportunity to discuss
these problems of mutual interest with you.

Thank you very much for listening.

Washington Report

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. BRUCE ALGER

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 31, 1960

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker, under leave
to extend my remarks in the REcorD, I
include the following newsletter of May
28, 1960:

WASHINGTON REPORT

(By Congressman Bruce ALGer, Fifth
District, Texas)

Federal “aid” to education, labeled “School
Construction Assistance Act of 1960, was
approved by the House this week 2086 to
189. Before passage, the program was ex-
panded (from 3 to 4 years), the Powell
amendment barring use of funds for segre=-
gated facilities was added, and an amend-
ment almed at channeling the greatest aid to
areas of greatest need was defeated. At the
outset, the bill asserts that despite local ef-
forts immediate Federal action is required
to eliminate classroom shortages. Inade-
quate financial resources in many communi-
tles is the reason stated. Money is allocated
to the States in direct ratio to the number
of school-age children and without regard
to need. Then, following 16 pages of regu-
lations concerning certification, matching
funds, labor standards, etc., the disclaimer
is made agalnst any Federal controls to ac-
company these grants-in-aid. Against this
Alice-in-Wonderland approach, let's examine
some facts.

First, 1s there a problem? No, not of the
sort being pictured. Educational plants
across this Nation generally are excellent
and though schoolroom shortages exist,
school construction rates have soared by
more than enough to eliminate deficien-
cles—all without Federal Intervention.
Where local limits on bonded indebtedness
delay new construction, it is by the choice of
those most concerned as taxpayers and par-
ents. And this business about “lack of
local financial resources” would be funny
if the joke weren't a bitter one. “Local tax-
payers” are the ones who pay all the Fed-
eral taxes, too. But once sent to Washing-
ton, less of their money can find its way back
in “ald” because of the overhead costs of
Federal bureaucracy. Moreover, Federal offi-
cials—not local taxpayers—would determine
how those tax dollars might be spent. This
bill is bad enough to set many speculating
over the real motive behind it. At the least,
it’s a foot in the door to ultimate Federal
domination of our schools. I voted and
spoke against it, reminding my colleagues of
a resolution against Federal “aid"” sent to all
Texas Congressmen by our State legislature.

The public works appropriation bill pro-
vided money for civil functions of the Army
Corps of Engineers, the Atomic Energy Com-~
mission, and TVA—and included funds for
publiec works projects throughout the Natlon,
totaling $3,014 million. In addition to con-
tinuing all unfinished projects, there are
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30 new construction starts, 5 of them outside
the budget (added by Congress); also, 26
unbudgeted surveys and 15 unbudgeted proj-
ect plannings. The bill passed 387 to 18. I
voted against it. In my view, the world sit-
uation and our far-flung essential expendi-
tures require that we curtail nonessential
spending. The way to start is to cut down
public works and welfare spending. Al-
ready we have a 20-year backlog of approved
public works projects at the current rate of
spending—and still we dream up more.
Where's the money coming from?

The Korean “emergency” taxes will be con-
tinued for another year if the House follows
the Ways and Means Committee vote—not
because the taxes are right, but because the
big spenders force the continuance of high
wartime taxes. Elther we pay our way or
resort to deficit financing, which waters the
value of our money and charges it to follow-
ing generations. For example, those who
want telephone and transportation excise
taxes reduced and want a reduced rate of
income tax had better start checking the
record to see who is spending their money in
Congress, requiring continuation of high tax-
ation. Next, assuming a small surplus,
should we pay down the debt first or give
ourselves a tax cut? No citizen should evade
a personal decision on this.

The President laid it on the line with his
talk about the summit conference. Yes, we
spy in many ways, to be forewarned against
surprise attack. We remember Pearl Harbor
and Korea. Yes; we tried to protect pilot
and plane by a covering statement before we
knew his fate and the facts. Yes; we know
that even negotiation (again remembering
Pearl Harbor) can be used for duplicity, so
why should we terminate our intelligence
activities before a summit conference? And
we are continuing our intelligence efforts,
most recently with the addition of the spy
satellite. Would the critics have us give up
spying, apologize to Russia, accept a surprise
attack, and our own grave? There is no
substitute for military vigilance and retalia-
tory strength since we won't attack first. I
do not condemn criticism, but I do condemn
partisan politics for its own sake in the
defense field. This is no subject for personal
aggrandizement or for deliberate confusion
or distortion of facts for partisan advantage.
More than any, those seeking our highest
offices should be well grounded in knowledge
and responsible in their statements.

Geography and the New York Times

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. GEORGE HUDDLESTON, JR.

OF ALABAMA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 31, 1960

Mr. HUDDLESTON, Mr. Speaker, in
its June 1, 1960, issue, the New York
Times carries, on page C-31, a map
showing the Times’ version of the South-
eastern States of the United States. The
map is used in connection with a story
on the Supreme Court decisions on the
tidelands oil cases it has just decided.

This map labels my State of Alabama
as “Mississippi” and “Alabama’” is in-
seribed on what is actually the State of
Mississippi. Then, compounding the
error, the Times’ map places the city of
Birmingham in the center of that State
which should be identified as Mississippi,
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and leaves the cities of Montgomery
and Mobile located in the State which it
names ‘“Mississippi.”

That a newspaper which prides itself,
and accepts praise, for always being ac-
curate should display such apparent ig-
norance of geography is, in my opinion,
simply amazing.

Mr. Speaker, as my colleagues know,
several weeks ago I presented evidence in
another connection which showed that
the New York Times is, in contrast to an
ethereal belief held by some, far from
being infallible. May I emphasize that
I did not merely employ harsh epithets
to indicate that the Times, in two articles
which it published about Birmingham
had, in my strong opinion, breached the
ethics of responsible journalism. I cited
facts, and I cited them, among other in-
stances, in a four-page letter to the editor
of the Times. My colleagues may be
interested to know that that letter, aside
from not being published, was never even
acknowledged.

In any event, after the Times pub-
lished a purportedly factual account of
what was going on in the city of Bir-
mingham and the State of Alabama,
under the byline of Reporter Harrison
Salisbury, it now turns out that the
Times apparently does not even know
where Birmingham and Alabama are
located.

I just want to say, Mr. Speaker, that
as the New York Times continues to dis-
play incredible carelessness in drawing
maps and reporting the news, there is
little wonder that its once fine reputation
is fast diminishing.

Recognition of Red China

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. STYLES BRIDGES

OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Tuesday, May 31, 1960

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the CoNGREsSSIONAL RECORD an editorial
which appeared in the New York World-
Telegram for April 23, 1960, entitled “The
Case Against Red China,” together with
an announcement under date of April 21,
1960, of the appointment of the distin-
guished Senator from New York, the
Honorable KEnNETH B. KEATING, tO the
steering committee of the Committee of
One Million.

As a member of the Committee of One
Million, which is unalterably opposed to
the recognition of Red China by the
United States as well as its admission to
the United Nations, I am much pleased
to invite the attention of my colleagues
and the American public to the accept-
ance by Senator Keating of this impor-
tant assignment.

Senator KeaTING'S penetrating indict-
ment of the Communist regime in China
warrants careful reading by all Amer-
icans.

May 31

There being no objection, the editorial
and announcement were ordered to be
printed in the REecorp, as follows:

[From the New York World-Telegram and
the Sun, Apr. 23, 1960]
THE CASE AGAINST RED CHINA

In joining the steering committee of the
bipartisan Committee of One Million
(agalnst admission of Communist China to
the United Natlons), Senator KENNETH B.
EeaTiNg aptly stated why Red China is unfit
to be admitted to the U.N. or recognized by
the United States:

“The Chinese Communist regime has had a
consistent record of aggression abroad and
brutal tyranny at home. Within the past 12
months they have committed acts of massive
genocide against the Tibetan people. Within
the past weeks they have imprisoned a dis-
tinguished American elder churchman, Bish-
op James Edward Walsh. Within the past
days, the leaders of Communist China have
once again bitterly attacked and threatened
our country.

“With such a record, and no indication
of change, it is inconceivable to me how any
American can call for the admission of this
athelstic aggressor into the U.N. or recogni-
tion by our country of one of the greatest
tyrannies the world has ever known. To
pursue such a course of appeasement would
betray our heritage of freedom and, in the
long run, would result in strengthening our
avowed enemy and weakening ourselves.”

Refusal to appease Red China, he declared,
is the way to maintain “the position of our
allies and friends in Asia and, more impor-
tant, their confidence in the honor and in-
tegrity of our country.”

That succinectly states the case—and leaves
no room for rational rebuttal.

KEATING JoINs LEADERSHIP OF BIPARTISAN

ANTI-RED CHINA COMMITTEE — WARNS

AGAINST APPEASEMENT OF PEIPING

April 22: Senator EENNETH B. EKEATING,
Republican, of New York, today joined with
other Republicans and Democrats in the
steering committee of the Committee of
One Million (against the admission of Com-
munist China to the United Nations). The
committee is headed by Warren R. Austin,
former Senator from Vermont and first U.S.
Ambassador to the U.N., and Joseph C. Grew,
former U.S. Ambassador to Japan and Under
Becretary of State. In addition to Senator
Eeating, other members of the steering com-
mittee are Senator Paul H. Douglas, Demo-
crat, of Illinois; Representatives Walter H.
Judd, Republican, of Minnesota, and Francis
E. Walter, Democrat, of Pennsylvania; for-
mer Democrat Governor of New Jersey and
Secretary of the Navy Charles Edison; for-
mer Senator H. Alexander Smith, who re-
cently served as special assistant to the
SBecretary of State.

In accepting membership on the steering
committee, Senator EKeatmng sald: “I am
honored to join in this bipartisan movement
which is dedicated to maintaining the secu-
rity and honor of our country through its
stand of refusing to strengthen Chinese
Communist tyranny through any steps of
appeasement. I am convinced that the over-
whelming majority of the American people
support our stand of opposition to the ad-
mission of Red China to the U.N. and/or
recognition of the Peiping regime by our
Government. Our present China policy is in
the great tradition of bipartisan action.
This policy was created and is maintained
by both political parties working together.
The membership and support of the Com-
mittee of One Million and the numerous
resolutions of both Houses of Congress over
the past years are demonstration of this
fact. This policy has been successful and
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will continue to be successful in that it
maintains the position of our allies and
friends in Asia and, more important, their
confidence in the honor and integrity of
our country.

“The Chinese Communist regime has had
a consistent record of aggression abroad and
brutal tyranny at home. Within the past
12 months they have committed acts of
massive genocide against the Tibetan people.
Within the past weeks they have imprisoned
a disti American elder churchman,
Bishop James Edward Walsh. Within the
past days, the leaders of Communist China
have once again bitterly attacked and threat-
ened our country. With such a record, and
no indication of change, it is inconceivable
to me how any American can call for the
admission of this athelstic aggressor into the
U.N. or recognition by our country of one
of the greatest tyrannies the world has ever
known. To pursue such a course of appease-
ment would betray our heritage of freedom
and, in the long run, would result in
strengthening our avowed enemy and weak-
ening ourselves.”

The Committee of One Million, with offices
at 343 Lexington Avenue, New York City, was
organized in 1953 to “mobilize and articulate
American public sentiment against admls-
sion of Communist China to the United Na-
tions, recognition of the Pelping regime by
the United States, or any other steps which
would build the power and prestige of Red
China.” In 1956 the committee was instru-
mental in successfully conducting a cam-
palgn to include almost identically worded
planks in the Republican and Democratic
national platforms opposing the admission
of Communist China to the UN. The com-
mittee plans to undertake a similar campaign
this year. In addition to such specific cam-
paigns, the committee carries out a nation-
wide educational and informational program
on Communist China and on current trends
in United States-China affairs. Its work is
supported through public tributions.

Among the members of tlie Committee of
One Million are Senators Styles Bridges, John
M. Butler, Robert C. Byrd, Everett M. Dirksen,
Thomas J. Dodd, Barry Goldwater, Spessard
L. Holland, Jacob K. Javits, Mike Mansfield,
A. S. Mike Monroney, Karl E. Mundt, James
BE. Murray, Hugh Scott, Margaret Chase
Smith; ex-Senator Ralph E. Flanders, Bishop
Fred Plerce Corson, Mr, Henry R. Luce, Repre-
sentative Joseph W. Martin, Jr., Adm. Arthur
W. Radford, and Gen. James A. Van Fleet.
Gen. George C. Marshall was a founding
member of the committee and served actively
until his recent untimely death.

Address by Senator Wiley Over Radio
Station WIND, Chicago

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ALEXANDER WILEY

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Tuesday, May 31, 1960

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, the new
tough line adopted by the Soviets, re-
quires, I believe, a new look at the ade-
quacy of U.S. defenses; as well, it re-
affirms the need for a strong mutual se-
curity program.

Fortunately, the Soviet propaganda
blast-off on the U-2 flight over Soviet
territory is losing amplitude. Why?
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Because it cannot keep airborne on
used-over fuel.

As yet, it is not possible to assess just
how far reaching will be the impact of
this switch in Communist tactiecs. In
the light of the toughening policy, how-
ever, I believe that we need to take a
new look at our defenses.

In addition, I believe this situation
again reaffirms the essentialness of
maintaining a strong mutual security
program—ifor which appropriations still
need to be considered by Congress.

Recently, I was privileged to comment
on both these aspects of our security in a
broadcast over radio station WIND,
Chicago. At this time, I ask unanimous
consent to have excerpts of my address
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the REcoRD,
as follows:

ADDRESS BY SENATOR ALEXANDER WILEY, RE-
PUBLICAN, OF WISCONSIN, SENIOR REPUB-
LICAN ON THE SENATE FOREIGN RELATIONS
CoMMITTEE, OVER STATION WIND, May 29,
1960

Friends, I welcome the privilege to dis-
cuss with you once again major problems
confronting us, our Nation, and the world.

On the global scene, the Soviet renewal
of the tough-line policy requires:

First, time for assessment of its real im-
pact and significance for world affairs and
peace.

Second, a determination of its effect
upon our security, defense and domestic
economy.

Fortunately, the majority of people
around the globe saw through the thinly
velled propaganda over the U-2 flight which
Mr. Ehrushchev used for an excuse to tor-
pedo the summit conference.

In the light of the toughening policy line
by Mr. Khrushchev, however, the question
now is:

Just how rocky will be the road ahead?

NEEDED: NEW LOOK AT OUR DEFENSE

In reviewing the reflections these inter-
national developments have upon our do-
mestic life, we need to ask: “What impact
will the toughening policy have on our
defenses?"”

Currently, the appropriations for the fiscal
year 1061 are before the Appropriations
Committee of the Senate. As I understand
it, the President has also made guideline
recommendations to the Defense Depart-
ment for carrying on outlays at about $41
billion for 1962,

What does our defense provide us?
Among other things, the following:

Military strength of about 2.6 million men
and women in the active forces.

Eight hundred and seventy thousand men
in the Army.

Eight hundred and seventeen active ships.

Six hundred and nineteen thousand men
in the Navy.

Three divisions of the Marine Corps and
3 alr wings with 170,000 men; and an
Air Force of 91 combat wings with about
825,000 men,

In addition, the Nation has an ever-grow-
ing arsenal of missiles—capable of hitting
& target with nuclear warheads—including
intercontinental, intermediate range and
other types of missiles. For the future, the
timetable of defense planning calls for
creating ever-greater nuclear-missile fire-

power.

The objective: a farflung defense system
of manpower, planes, missiles, ships, guns—
operating from strategically located bases—
to act as a deterrent to a would-be aggressor.
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Overall, I am confident that our defense
is strong, adequate, a tremendous deterrent
to be reckoned with, especlially since the
Midas—21;-ton missile—is In orbit. With
it functioning, we don't need a U-2 or open-
skies arrangement.

In the light of the renewal of a tough-
line policy by the Communists, however, we
may well need to take a new look at our
defenses—to make any necessary adjust-
ment for these challenging times.

NEEDED: STRONG MUTUAL SECURITY PROGRAM

Now, let's take a look at the global free
world security systems. Through the years,
the U.S. mutual security program has proved
to be the backbone of allied defense—help-
ing to hold the line against Communist ag-

n in Greece, Turkey, Iran, Laos,
Korea, and Taiwan.

How does it strengthen our defense? By
the following means:

Binding together our people and resources
in a chain of defense against Communist
aggression.

Supplements U.8. forces by millions of men
and greater firepower in guns, missiles, jet
planes, ships, and other armaments.

Providing strategically located bases on
the periphery of the Communist camp.

The U.S. contribution to the program—
largely spent in this country for goods and
equipment—also creatés over one-half mil-
lion jobs for our workers.

In addition, the economie, technical asslst-
ance, and other programs—as well as avail-
ability of loans—enable the less developed
countries to 1ift standards of living; wipe out
poverty, starvation, disease; and generally
promote economic progress. Eliminating the
reasons for ferment and unrest is ultimately
essential if peace and stability are to be
established in the world. In addition, these
areas serve as targets for Communist activ-
ity. Recently, the ess passed a bill to
authorize an additional $1.3 billion, ralsing
the ceiling for the program to over £4 billion.
However, the actual appropriations—that is,
“opening the purse strings"—have not yet
been approved by Congress.

Overall, the mutual security program—a
good investment in peace, defense, and sta-
bility—fulfills a national self-interest of
greater security as well as strengthens our
role as a world leader.

PROGRESS FOR DOMESTIC PROGRAMS

Now let's take a look at the home front.

We recognize, of course, that it is abso-
lutely essential that Congress enact the nec-
essary legislation to enable Uncle Sam to
carry out his proper role in supporting pro-
grams for domestic progress.

In view of the load of past obligations—as
well as high costs of defense—these are dif-
ficult budgetary problems.

Let me, now, give you an example of the
kind of question which your Senators and
Representatives in Congress will be faced
with in the days ahead. These include, for
example:

Do we want a Federal ald-to-education
bill? If so, should it be restricted to school
construction, or should it be allocated for
teachers’ salaries and other educational
needs?

If you do not want additional Federal aid,
are our citizens—and this means you and
me—willing to assure, by community effort,
adequate schools, facilities, and teaching
staffs to meet the ever-increasing enroll-
ments of students.

Overall, this is the type of question that
will need to be faced in such significant fields
as: Public works, including river and harbor
development; agriculture; housing; hospital-
ization benefits and care for senior citizens;
conservation; and many other areas of do=-
mestic progress.
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According to PBudget Director Maurice
Stans, for example, the country in the past—
by adopting programs with future obliga-
tlons—is now saddled with a long-range debt
of $730 billion.

Currently, a “hopper full” of bills in Con-
gress would, If enacted, cost an additional
#325 billion in the next 5 years. The total
would be over a trillion dollars.

With this realistic long-range picture,
Congress has a great responsibility to the
taxpayer to keep spending down to essentlals.

We recognize, of course, that this is an
election year. As always, this encourages
the proposal of supposed vote-getting legis-
lation.

However, the American taxpayer, today,
is already saddled with a heavy burden.
Consequently, a major battle on the “home
front” may well involve countereffort to
“hold the line” on excessive spending to
prevent further burdening our taxpaying
citlzens.

Overall, our major task is to establish a
priority system for support of necessary pro-
grams both on the domestic and interna-
tional fronts. The output of our Nation has
reached a peak of over $500 billion annually.
If we act wisely and prudently—and not lose
our heads—I am confident that we can pro-
vide the financing—from private sources as
well as local, State, and Federal govern-
ments—to meet the challenges ahead.

CONCLUSION

These, then are a few of the major deci-
slons which we in Congress will be required
to make prior to adjournment. A blg ques-
tion is: What do you, the people of America,
want? This is your Government. The Con-
gress is responsive to your will. If you speak
en masse, you will be heard. Now, I want to
express my deep appreciation for the oppor-
tunity to discuss these issues with you.

Birmingham Observes 80th Birthday of
Helen Keller

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. GEORGE HUDDLESTON, JR.

OF ALABAMA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 31, 1960

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Speaker, on
the 27th of June, one of the greatest
ladies of America and one of the most
admirable persons of our times will cele-
brate her 80th birthday. She is Helen
Keller, beloved daughter of the State of
Alabama and inspiring friend of all
those who have suffered unfortunate
physical handicaps.

Because the story of the life of Helen
Keller is so well known throughout the
world and, certainly, here in the Con-
gress, I need not recount at length bio-
graphical details about her. Suffice it
to mention that when, as a tiny child in
Tuscumbia, Ala., she suffered an attack
of scarlet fever so serious that she lost
her sight, hearing, and power of speech,
it was feared that a full life had been lost
to the world. But from that point where
there was such little hope, there has
emerged the figure of a woman so re-
markable as to have earned the endear-

ment and respect of the peoples every-
where.
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Faith and perseverance, it seems to
me, are the greatest forces behind Helen
Keller’'s astounding accomplishments.
These characteristics were no doubt in-
spired in Miss Keller as a little girl by
that faith of her father who searched
unceasingly for some medical indication
that his child could be helped and fi-
nally received such encouragement from
Dr. Alexander Graham Bell, and from
that perseverance of her first teacher,
Anne M. Sullivan Macy, who devoted
much of her life to a task which, almost
unbelievably, was rewarded with rich
suecess. Surely, it was faith and per-
severance that made it possible, for ex-
ample, for Helen Keller to graduate from
Radcliffe College in the usual 4 years’
time.

I have taken special note of these two
character traits which Helen Keller
possesses to an admirable degree, be-
cause I believe that in them lies the most
meaningful message of this marvelous
life for all of us, whether our handicaps
be serious or only small, permanent
throughout our lives or only fleeting an-
noyances. America, and our age, are
grateful for this indication of the way
toward greatness.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is natural that
we Alabamians are especially proud of
Helen Keller. That we are indeed proud
of her and love her is being demon-
strated at the present time in my dis-
trict of Birmingham where a celebra-
tion in her honor is being held from
June 5 through June 26. Chairman of
this birthday observance program is
Mrs. Gordon Hardenbergh, who is also,
incidentally, president of the Alabama
Federation of the Blind, and cochairman
is Dr. John E. Bryan, executive director
of the Birmingham Chamber of Com-
merce.

I am delighted that citizens and offi-
cials of our community are helping to
again remind the world by this celebra-
tion of the meaning of the Helen Keller
story. I join with them, and with all
Americans, in extending to Miss Keller,
this month, an expression of warm ap-
preciation for her inspiring deeds and
example in living and in wishing her
many happy birthdays to come.

Memorial Day Services, Altoona, Pa.,
May 30, 1960

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JAMES E. VAN ZANDT

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 31, 1960

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, under
the auspices of the War Veterans Coun-
cil the annual Memorial Day observance
was held at Altoona, Pa., Monday, May
30. The program included a parade
through the downtown business district
terminating in the Fairview Cemetery
where I was privileged to deliver the
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following address as part of the memo-
rial services:

MEeEMORIAL DAY ADDRESS BY REPRESENTATIVE
James B, VAN ZAaNDT OoF THE 20TH DISTRICT
OF PENNSYLVANIA AT THE FARVIEW CEME-
TERY, ALTOONA, PA.

Memorial Day is distinctly an American
institution.

It is a deeply significant, sentimental cus-
tom established by our people more than 90
years ago.

It is not only observed in every community
across our Nation, but in many foreign lands
and upon the high seas.

This special day is the brief moment we
set aside from our busy lives to pause before
the resting places of our departed loved
ones—to remember them and to eulogize the
honored dead.

When we have concluded our short cere-
monies here and turn back to our daily tasks
we shall leave with the dead our tributes,
expressed in words and with flowers.

But of even greater importance is the
fact that we will have gained new spiritual
and mental enlightenment through this
experience.

Memorial Day is not a day for sadness.

In fact, when we consider all of its facets
we find that Memorial Day has great beauty
and that it has truly inspiring depths.

There are the colors of our flag and flowers
for the eye to admire.

There are the carefully chosen words of
prose, poetry, song, and prayer for the ear to
hear.

All of these, together, touch our hearts and
minds and our conscience.

They reawaken in us a new realization that
we are influenced, in large measure, by those
who have gone before us, and by their con-
tributions to our lives.

It does not matter who we are, nor the dif-
ferences between our religious thinking or
racial stock.

The principles presented by this Memorial
Day are the same to each of us—because we
are all Americans.

Following the same line of thought when
we honor the dead we do not weigh the sta-
tions they held in life.

It does not matter whether they were rich
or poor, young or old, or whether they were
intellectuals, craftsmen, students, or laborers.

As the poet John Ingalls expressed it—"In
the democracy of the dead, all men at last
are equal”—there is neither rank nor station
nor prerogative in the republic of the grave.

Now it may be a little difficult for us who
are gathered here to realize that we are part
of a vast, worldwide commemorative service
on this special day.

We are but a small portion of the living—
who are honoring the dead.

And those souls to whom we are directing
our immediate attention are but a very few
of the total number of American honored
dead around the world.

What we are doing here is actually sym-
bolic.

Our contribution to the overall Memorial
Day observance is being duplicated by mil-
lions of other people throughout our land
and in several foreign countries.

To make that point clear let us consider
the following facts:

There are more than 1 million names on
the honor rolls of the American war dead.

Those are the men who have fought and
died for our country since this Nation was
founded some 185 years ago.

What we say here today expresses our
tribute to all of those honored ones.

The praise we give the other departed war
veterans of our personal acquaintance is—
in reality—praise for all who have served in
the Armed Forces of our Nation.



1960

We cannot return the dead—therefore the
only remaining course is to extend tribute
to them through sincerity and the beauty of
our memorial services.

That is what Americans are doing today
at home and abroad.

Therefore, on this Memorial Day 1960 let
us for a moment visualize the memorial
tributes being accorded our honored dead.

Throughout the United States and in some
25 American military cemeteries beyond our
shores the mortal remains of some 400,000
Americans who gave their lives in World
War I, World War II, and the Korean con-
flict are burled, or they are recorded as miss-
ing in action.

On this Memorial Day special ceremonies
are being held at 8 American military ceme-
teries or special memorlals in France, Eng-
land, and Belgium where nearly 31,000
World War I dead are burled.

Similar services are being held for 76,000
World War II dead at 14 other American
cemeteries in England, France, Belgium,
Luxembourg, Holland, Italy, and Tunisia.

Also, special services are being held for
more than 90,000 other World War II and
Korean dead, buried or recorded as missing
at American cemeteries in Puerto Rico,
Hawall, Alaska, and the Philippines.

In addition special services are being held
for the war dead at the Tomb of the Un-
knowns—and some 99,000 other war dead
buried at Arlington National Cemetery—
across the Potomac River from Washington,
D.C.

Most of those final resting places are a
long way from us—but in reality they are
very close to our hearts.

In the American military cemeteries over-
seas there are graves and chapels, pools and
gardens, statues and—most Iimpressive—
the walls of the missing.

All of those material tributes to the hon-
ored dead are creations of our best talent in
architecture and landscaping, and in poetry
and prayer.

The oversea cemeteries and memorials are
in charge of the American Batfle Monuments
Commission and the Department of the
Army.

In order to see everything more clearly
let us—with our eyes closed and in deep
silence—form these mental pietures.

We see acres and acres of white marble
headstones.

Alined in rows they are of two designs—
the Star of David for those of the Jewish
faith and the Latin Cross for all others.

Those markers identify the remains of
the known American war dead.

The number of these markers is startling.

There are more than 60,000 in France and
13,600 in Belgium.

Another 17,000 are in the Philippines with
13,500 in Hawaii.

There are some 12,000 in Italy, more than
8,000 in Holland, 5,000 in Luxembourg, 4,000
in England, and 2,000 in Tunisia of north
Africa, and so on around the globe.

These oversea cemeteries are the resting
places of only some of our known American
war dead.

Yes, there are others to be counted.

Close to rows of marked graves stand the
walls of the missing.

These are tremendously imposing struc-
tures.

One of them, on the south coast of Eng-
land, is 472 feet long.

And upon those walls of the missing are
inscribed the names—the ranks—the com-
bat organizations—and the home States of
American servicemen presumed to be dead
but whose remains have not been recovered
or identified.

On those walls of the missing there are
nearly 56,000 names of our honored dead.
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The inscriptions upon the walls of the
missing tell us that “here are recorded the
names of Americans who gave thelir lives in
the service of their country and who sleep
in unknown graves—grant unto them, O
Lord, eternal rest.”

On the 472-foot wall in south England—
there are 5,175 names of men from every
State in the Union and the District of Co-
Iumbia.

At Manila in the Philippine Islands more
than 386,000 missing men are recorded.

Along with the graves and walls there are
memorial bulldings and chapels.

Inside these structures are recorded the
histories of the conflicts in which the
known—the unknown—and the missing—
fought and died.

Sculptured figures and poems and prayers
are inscribed in stone.

Typlcal of the tributes paid the men is
the inscription in the Normandy American
cemetery.

This cemetery is high on a cliff overlook-
ing the English Channel—170 miles west of
Paris—and just above Omaha Beach—where
many died in the Allied D-day invasion of
France in June 1944,

There are 9,386 marked graves in the Nor-
mandy cemetery—and on the wall of the
missing there are 1,657 additional names.

Inscribed upon the Normandy cemetery
memorial bulldings are these words:

“This embattled shore, portal of libera-
tion, is forever hallowed by the ideals, the
valor and the sacrifices of our fellow men.”

Some strange circumstances are illus-
trated at this cemetery—as In other Ameri-
can cemeteries—because here we will find
the final resting places of a father and
son—Ilying side by side.

In addition—in 30 instances two broth-
ers are buried—side by side.

A part of every American military ceme-
tery is the stone-engraved prayers.

The poetic expressions—deep from the
heart—represent every religious faith.

Typlecal of these prayers are the following
quotes:

“Take unto thyself, O Lord, the souls of
the valorous that they may dwell in their
glory.”

Also the Biblical quotation—8St. John—
10th chapter, 28th verse:

“I give unto them eternal life and they
shall never perish.”

Then there is this Jewish inscription be-
side the Star of David and Tablets of Moses:

“Think not only upon their passing. Re-
member the glory of their spirit.”

Upon each of the oversea cemetery me-
morial buildings there is a slmple dedica-
tion by the Government of the United
States.

That inscription reads:

“In proud remembrance of the achieve-
ments of her sons—and in humble tribute to
their sacrifices—this memorial has been
erected by the United States of America.”

Here in the United States—some 170,000
World War II dead have been returned for
burial in home cemeteries,

Impressive memorial services are being held
for them on this day—as we are doing here.

And in the cities of New York and San
Francisco memorials are being erected to
commemorate many thousands of Americans
who gave their lives while on war duty off the
coastal shores of North and South America.

And there are other memorials—created by
fellow citizens—for the war dead lost at sea.

Thus the picture is revealed of worldwide
tributes to the known American war dead and
to those recorded as missing in action.

It is a significant fact that the sun never
sets upon all of them,

And finally, above these hallowed grounds
flles the Stars and Stripes—the flag of our

country.
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It is the flag which says: “These were my
defenders.”

They were your defenders.

Their patriotism and their valor were
proved on the fields of battle.

Let their achievements and their sacrifices
be your inspiration forever.

Ladies and gentlemen, this is the message
for each of us on this Memorial Day of 1960—
as we pay honor to the departed ones of all
WAars.

May they rest in eternal peace.

Today it is our fervent prayer that our
thoughts, our words, and our deeds shall
always fulfill the high ideals for which the
brave have made the supreme sacrifice.

At this time let each of us recognize the
obligation we have to make certain that the
honored dead shall not have died in vain.

In seeking to fulfill this obligation let us
fervently pray:

Lord—God of hosts—be with us yet.
we forget! Lest we forget!

Lest

Radio Address by Hon. Alexander Wiley,
of Wisconsin, Over Station WGN,
Chicago

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ALEXANDER WILEY

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Tuesday, May 31, 1960

Mr. WILEY. My, President, in the
aftermath of the Paris meeting, the
world is now trying to find ways and
means to promote real peace—ways, per-
haps, that cannot be torpedoed by the
antipeace tactics of a single participant,
for example, in a conference.

As we recognize, the futor over the
U-2 flight by Mr. Khrushchev was de-
liberately overplayed and utilized by Mr.
Khrushehev as an excuse for blowing up
the conference.

Although this propaganda balloon has
just about become deflated, the free
world must be careful not to allow this
“side show scene” by Mr. Khrushchev t',o
serve as a coverup, diversionary tactic
for troublemaking elsewhere in the
world.

Today, there are a great many danger
points—including Western Europe, the
Middle East, Korea, Indonesia, Taiwan—
threatened one way or another by com-
munism.

While the world spotlight has been
focused on Paris, and now on the United
Nations, we can be sure that the Com-
munists are not asleep elsewhere. In-
stead, they are continuing to carry on
their subversive propaganda, espionage,
sabotage, and other activities, according
to their master plan of world domination.

Recently, I was privileged to comment
over radio station WGN, Chicago, on
“fronts” elsewhere in the world where we
need to be alert, as well as to strengthen
our policies.

I ask unanimous consent to have ex-
cerpts of the address printed in the
RECORD.
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There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

WiLEY WARNS AGAINST COMMUNIST DIVER-
SIONARY TAcCTICS OVER U-2 FLIGHT To START
TroveLE ELSEWHERE IN THE WORLD

(Excerpts of address prepared for delivery
by Senator ALEXANDER WILEY, Republican,
of Wisconsin, senior Republican, Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, over radio
station WGN, Chicago)

The world today is experiencing cross-
winds of differing national poliey, cultural,
economic, and ideological systems.

In a complex age, we, the people of the
United States, must attempt not only to find
our way, but also to act as a leader in
promoting peace and stability on the globe.

As we are well aware, the new Communist
“hard line”—demonstrated by Ehrushchev at
Paris, and Gromyko at the United Natlons—
has increased tensions and fears of war in
the world.

As President Eisenhower stated upon his
homecoming, “We can be watchful for more
irritations, possibly other incidents that can
be more than annoying—sometimes creating
real problems.”

However, the “hot air” is just about gone
from the propaganda balloon floated over the
U-2 flight by the Soviet Union.

The hullabaloo at Paris and at the UN.,
of course, is just part and parcel of the over-
all Communist master plan for global
troublemaking and carrying out its aims of
world domination.

However, the Communists—you can bet
your boots—are not focusing entirely on the
U-2 incident. From past experience, we can
expect that they are busy as beehives in
other countries around the world with
esplonage, subversion, spying, and other ne-
farious activities.

Particularly, Communist aggression by
propaganda continues to violate—in spirit, as
well as in letter—a climate of peace in
which nations deserve the right to live to-
gether on the globe and seek self-determined
destinies.

Consequently, we must not be diverted
by Mr. Khrushchev's attempt to make a
mountain out of a molehill on the U-2 flight,
and thus divert, to a large degree, the at-
tention of the world. Instead, we must be
alert to the fact that communism is “on the
go" elsewhere around the globe.

REVIEW OF GLOBAL CHALLENGE

Briefly, now, let's take a quick look at the
upcoming challenges and review all pos-
sible free world efforts to cope with them.
The topics will include: “The Status of
NATO"; “Coping With Special Economic
Problems Among European Countries, In-
cluding the So-Called Inner Six and QOuter
Beven', “Further Improving Inter-American
Relations”; "Outlook for Reduction of Arma-
ments”; “U.S. Attitude Toward the Newly
Emerging Nations”; and “Other Aspects of
the International Scene.”

COMMUNIST “TOUGH LINE" STRENGTHENS NATO
First of all, let's take a look at NATO.
Fortunately, the revival of Mr. Khru-

shchev’s “tough line” at Paris—although a

threat to peace—had the positive effect of

strengthening the compact of NATO nations.

The task now is to assure that this “closing
ranks” in the face of danger—is accom-
plished not just in word, but in reality.

What needs to be done?

Among the tasks to be accomplished are
the following:

1. More strongly welding together the
NATO nations in the face of danger through
improved channels for multilateral consulta-
tions on challenges confronting NATO;
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2. Equipping this “free world shield” with
the most modern weapons system necessary
as a deterrent to aggression;

3. Promoting greater “identity of inter-
ests” in cultural and social—as well as eco-
nomic, military, and political fields; and

4. Finally, keeping the respective govern-
ments and their peoples alert to the reality
that the struggle against communism will be
a long-range—not a short-range battle.

SPECIAL ECONOMIC PROBLEMS OF INNER SIX AND
OUTER SEVEN

Within NATO, there are, of course, special
economic problems. These relate to the
trade, tariff, and other problems arising out
of the development of the European Eco-
nomic Community (the so-called Inner Six)
and the signatory countries of the European
Free Trade Area Convention (the Outer
Seven).

At this time, the governments of these na-
tions are assembling detailed, factual infor-
mation relating to problems, as well as their
possible solution.

Generally, the United States has supported
the development of the European Commu-
nity of nations, both for political and eco-
nomic reasons.

However, we have also encouraged them to
adopt liberal, low-tariff policies toward the
United States and other nonmember nations.
We do not, in effect, want discrimination
against U.S. goods.

Overall, however, the creating of strong
Western, free economic and political blocs,
we feel, will help to counterbalance the mon-
olithic Communist bloc—directed by, and
controlled from, Moscow—aimed at solidify-
ing economic, political, military, social, and
cultural interests of Eastern European na-
tions.

OUTLOOK FOR REDUCTION OF WORLD ARMAMENTS

Now, turning to another international
problem: What is the outlook for realistic,
safeguarded agreements for reducing arma-
ments?

As I understand it, the Communists are
still willing to proceed with the 10-nation
meeting at Geneva, Switzerland.

In the light of Mr. Khrushchev’s belliger-
ence at Paris, however, there is serious doubt
as to whether good faith agreements—safe-
guarded, of course—can be obtained at all.

In practice, we find that the Communists
give lip service to the cause, yet ceaselessly
attempt to blockade every effort to reach any
realistic agreements.

The purpose of reduction of armaments,
of course, would be:

1. To lessen the possibility of a nuclear-
missile war that would destroy vast portions
of the earth;

2. To reduce nuclear testing which
threatens to further contaminate the air
with a dangerous degree of radioactivity;
and

3. The world suffers from the need for
turning these vast manpower, brainpower,
and national resources now going into arma-
ments, to production of the good things of
life to provide better standards of living,
eliminate poverty, starvation, illiteracy, and
other humanitarian purposes.

Significantly, however, Mr. Khrushchev, in
a speech delivered shortly after his visit to
the United States, sald:

“We must fight resolutely and consistently
for our ideas, for our way of life, for our
socialist system. * * * We consider that
this struggle should be economie, political,
and ideological, but not a military one.”

Consequently, the Soviets continue to at-
tempt to pursue their goals through diplo-
macy, trade, economic aid, and international
subversion.

As yet, however, 1t is not possible to assess
what the mew hard line displayed by Mr.
Ehrushchev at Paris will mean in terms of
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efforts at “missile-power politics” or black-
mail threats. In essence, however, the pri-
mary objective still remains—for the Com-
munists, at least—as formulated by Lenin
many years ago: “Who will vanquish whom?”

In coping with the Communist challenge,
a major task—and that of our allies—is to
maintain sufficient military strength to deter
the Communist bloc from moving the Com-
munist-freedom struggle into the military
arena; or even successfully employing threats
of military force.

Second only to this, however, we must
preserve and strengthen our economic and,
in cooperation with our allies, our interna-
tional economic position. A strong economy
is the keystone to our own strength and our
ability to play our necessary role in world
affairs.

Recognizing that peace must be estab-
lished around the conference table—not on
the battlefield—we must of course continue
diligently, relentlessly, and in a dedicated
way, to find a reasonable solution to East-
West differences.

If we had our way, we would like to beat
our swords into plowshares, to channel great
resources, skill, and human ingenuity of our
country and the world into farm machinery,
hospitals, homes, schools, roads, food for the
hungry, books and teachers for the millions
in the world who cannot read or write; more
electric and atomic power for factories,
homes, and farms, and other goods of peace.

IMPROVING TUNITED STATES-LATIN AMERICAN
RELATIONS

In further reviewing our relations with
other countries of the world, we cannot—
and must not—ignore the need for continued
efforts to improve contacts with the friendly
countries of Latin America.

Currently, the Communists are attempting
to make inroads into the Western Hemi-
sphere through trade routes; cultural ex-
changes; planting Communist troublemakers
to capitalize upon economic difficulties con-
fronting these nations; and other devious
tactics.

Now, what steps can be taken to further
improve inter-American relations?

These include, I believe, the following:

A greater effort to provide technical and
administrative assistance to needy areas now
striving for greater development and prog-
ress;

Encouraging stability to attract more U.S.
private investments in these countries—
where there is an ever-growing need for de-
velopment and improvements.

Encouraging private business engaged in
commerce, trade, manufacturing, mining, or
other fields, to carry on more enlightened
public relations programs among private
citizens of Latin America;

And finally, continue to explore, better
utilize, and, as appropriate, increase support
for, international lending institutions, re-
glonal proposals for common markets, and
other measures designed to help solve the
economic problems throughout the hemi-
sphere.

ROLE OF NEWLY EMERGING NATIONS IN WORLD
AFFAIRS

Now, turning to a new aspect of interna-
tional relations: Let's take a hard look at
U.S. policy relating to the newly emerging
nations of the world.

Today, the globe is in ferment—politically,
economically, soclally, and spiritually.

In Africa and Asia particularly, nations
and peoples are striving for independence
and for a right to seek, under self-deter-
mined forms of government, their destinies.

Why are these newly emerging nations
significant? For this reason: Representing
hundreds of millions of people and vast land
and natural resources, these nations—if war
can be averted—may contribute to deter-
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mining the “balance of power"” in the world
for the years ahead,

As a leader, the United States, I believe,
must play a significant role in assisting and,
as possible, guiding these nations to their
appropriate role in world affairs. The ob-
jectives of such efforts include:

1. Recognizing' the inherent rights of
people and nations to attain a self-deter-
mined destiny;

2. Eliminating breeding places of unrest
and instability which nations—"under the
thumb” of other countries—wlll continue
to be:; as well, such dominated countries—
literally seething for independence, are
major targets also for Communist activity;
and
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3. The millions of people and their re-
sources, if developed fully, can make a con-
tribution toward world betterment.

Consequently, an enlightened policy
toward these newly emerging nations ac-
tually is not only humanitarian, but in our
own self-interest, as well as essential for the
peace and security of the world for the
future.

CONCLUSION

This, then, Is a brief look at the world
scene.

In times past, the needs for you and me—
as citizens In the hinterlands of America—
to be concerned with these global chal-
lenges—would have been seriously ques-
tioned.
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Today, however, what happens in Paris,
at the United Nations—yes, at such far-off
places as Indonesia, India, China and else-
where—aflects our security, taxes, the econ-
omy of our country, the outlook for our
future.

As citizens of a leading nation in the
world, therefore, you and I have a special
responsibility, not only for being Informed
on, but also for attempting to construc-
tively deal with, challenges in our local com-
munities, of a national scope, and on the
world scene.

Now, I want to express my appreciation to
you for giving me this opportunity to dis-
cuss these national and international prob-
lems and challenges with you.

SENATE

‘WEDNESDAY, JUNE 1, 1960

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
and was called to order by the Vice Presi-
dent.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer.

Our Father, God, we thank Thee for
the inward voice which ever and again
calls us away from the clamor and dusty
strife of confusing days to the quiet clois-
ters of the eternal, where we may gaze
through windows of faith and be
strengthened by the far look.

Enable Thy servants here, upon whose
judgments rest solemn responsibilities
of public welfare, to bear the fret of care,
the sting of criticism, the drudgery of un-
applauded toil, and to follow the truth
as they see it, wherever it may lead.

May the highest truth illumine the
nearest duty, and may our highest aspi-
rations transfigure the humblest task.

While time remains, help us to strike
our blow for freedom in the global bat-
tle now raging, and to keep to the end
of our brief day the unbroken vigil of
the inner light, so as to leave the world
better for our sojourn in it.

We ask it in the dear Redeemer’s name.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL
On request of Mr. MansrFieLp, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday,
May 31, 1960, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILL
Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one
of his secretaries, and he announced
that on May 29, 1960, the President had
approved and signed the act (8. 2779)
relating to the election under section
1372 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 by the Augusta Furniture Co., Inc.,
of Staunton, Va.
CVI—1724

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a message from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
Committee on Armed Services.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, un-
der the rule, there will be the usual morn-
ing hour. I ask unanimous consent that
statements in connection therewith be
limited to 3 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the following com-
mittees and subcommittees were author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate today:

The Committee on Foreign Relations.

The Antitrust Subcommittee of the
Committee on the Judiciary.

The Subcommittee on Donable Prop-
erty, of the Committee on Government
Operations.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I
should like to inquire of the acting ma-
jority leader what the schedule is for to-
day and—if he knows—what it might be
for the remainder of the week.

Mr. MANSFIELD. In response to the
question of the minority leader, let me
say it is anticipated that the legislation
which will follow the unfinished business,
which is House bill 10087, to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to permit
taxpayers to elect an overall limitation
on foreign tax credit, will be Calendar
No. 1417, House bill 7681, to enact provi-
sions of Reorganization Plan No. 1 of
1959 with certain amendments; Calendar
No. 1438, Senate bill 2583, to authorize
the head of any executive agency to re-
imburse owners and tenants of lands ac-
quired for projects or activities under his
jurisdiction for their moving expenses,

and for other purposes; Calendar No.
1453, Senate bill 3018, to authorize the
Maritime Administration to make ad-
vances on Government insured ship
mortgages; Calendar No. 1469, Senate
bill 2998, to amend the Merchant Marine
Act of 1936, in order to extend the life
of certain vessels under the provisions of
such act from 20 to 25 years; and Calen-
dar No. 1477, Senate bill 2584, to amend
title V of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936,
in order to remove certain limitations on
the construction differential subsidy
under such title.

It is my understanding that there may
be one or two yea-and-nay votes on the
unfinished business; and I suggest that
the Senate be on notice in regard to that
possibility.

Mr. DIRKSEN. That isfor today?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, fortoday.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I should like to in-
quire further of the acting majority
leader whether any action is proposed
on the House bill, now on the desk, deal-
ing with school construction.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I can only state
that it is my belief that unofficial meet-
ings have been going on, in an effort to
see about the possibility of a conference,
and that nothing will be done, in my
opinion, until the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. HmL]l returns to the floor and
makes known his views.

Mr, DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I
should like to propound a further in-
quiry: Can the acting majority leader
indicate when there is likely to be action
on the wheat bill, reported from the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
and presently on the calendar?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I do not think I
could give any assurance whatever at
this time; but it would be my belief that
it is unlikely that that bill would be
brought up this week.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Isee.

Mr. MANSFIELD. But I cannot say
S0,

Mr. DIRKSEN. Very well.

Mr. MANSFIELD subsequently said:
Mr. President, in addition to the other
measures I have listed for possible con-
sideration, I wish to state to the minori-
ty leader that the Senate will also give
consideration to Calendar No. 1163, Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 170, to authorize
the participation in an international
convention of representative citizens
from the North Atlantic Treaty nations.
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